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there can be no possible reason why all the members of the 
society should not vote on the poll in favour of the appoint- 
ment of the proposed committee. 


The Public Trustee Act. 


One or the measures to which the Royal Assent was given at 
the close of the recent session was the Public Trustee Bill, but 
as the date fixed for its commencement is the Ist of January, 
1908, there will be a year for making the arrangements required 
for this important innovation. The measure is, of course, very 
different from the crude proposals which were originally put 
before Parliament, and in particular section 4, providing for the 
appointment of the public trustee as custodian trustee only, which 
has been incorporated since the introduction of the first Bill, 
should do a good deal to mitigate the trouble and inconvenience 
caused by the invasion of the domain of private trusts. More- 
over, the Act has been stamped as a measure peculiarly suitable 
to the case of small trusts by the express provision that the 
public trustee shall not decline to accept any trust on the 

und only of the small value of the trust property. 

e shall not be surprised if in practice the operation of the Act 
is confined to cases where the public trustee is appointed as 
custodian trustee only and to cases of smail estates. The 
advantage to the beneficiaries of having to deal with private 
managing trustees will be likely to perpetuate the private 
trustee in all trusts of any importance, unless for special reasons 
it is impracticable to obtain individuals to fill the office. And 
it is to be noticed that, to obtain a custodian trustee, it will 
not be necessary to have recourse to the public trustee. The 
last sub-section of section 4 permits the appointment as 
custodian trustee of ‘any banking or insurance company or 
other body corporate entitled by rules under this Act to act as 
custodian trustee, with power for such company or body 
corporate to charge and retain or pay out of the trust property 
fees not exceeding the fees chargeable by the public trustee as 
custodian trustee.” The working of this provision will depend, 
of course, upon the nature of the rules made under it; but if 
these are framed with the intention of giving proper effect to 
the intention of the Legislature, it should be possible to obtain 
the appointment of a custodian trustee without the necessity of 
having any dealings with a public office. 


The Latest Changes in the Public Trustee Bill. 


A certain number of changes were made in the Public 
Trustee Bill after its consideration by the House of Lords, but 
these were chiefly in the nature of drafting amendments. The 
provision that a custodian trustee shall have the custody of all 
securities and title-deeds has been qualified by giving the 
managing trustees the express right of free access thereto, with 
power to take copies or extracts thereof. The clause directing 
the custodian trustee to concur with the managing trustees in all 
acts necessary for the exercise of their powers of management, 
unless the matter in which he is requested to concur is a breach 
of trust, remains; but the provision that the custodian trustee 
should be exonerated from the duty of inquiry where the request 
for his concurrence was made in writing signed by all the managing 
trustees, accompanied by a certificate from a solicitor who was not 
a trustee that the matter was within the powers of the trust, 
has gone. As regards the appointment of the public trustee 
to be an ordinary trustee, section 5 goes beyond the original 
clause and enables the public trustee to be appointed, not 
cnly as an original or a new trustee, but also as an additional 
trustee. With respect to the payment of fees (section 10), 
a new provision has been introduced to the effect that the 
public trustee shall determine the incidence of the fees and 
expenses as between capital and income. Without such a 
provision a good deal of difficulty in administration must 
inevitably have been experienced. The provision for the amend- 
ment of the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, by empowering a 
judicial trustee in certain cases to be appointed an executor or 
administrator has been struck out, and it is obviously more 
convenient that any such change should be made by a special 
statute and not be interpolated in a measure providing for 
the establishment of a public trustee. The provision for the 
employment by the public trustee of solicitors and other persons 
usually employed in the trust remains, but the words governing 


the discretion of the public trustee have been enlarged so as ty 
make the interests of the trust the dominant consideration. “Jg™ 
determining the persons to be so employed the tog trustes — 
shall have regard to the interests of the trust, but subject ty 
this shall, whenever practicable, take into consideration the 
wishes of the creator of the trust and of the other trustees (jf 
any), and of the beneficiaries, either expressed or as implied 

the practice of the creator of the trust, or in the previous 
management of the trust.” To the provision that persons may, — 
in accordance with the rules, be appointed to do acts on behalf é 
of the public trustee an important proviso has been added that 
this shall not confer ‘‘ upon any person not otherwise entitled: 
thereto any right to appear, or act, or to be heard in or before 
any court or tribunal on behalf, or instead of, the public trustee, 
or to do any act whatsoever on behalf, or on the instructions, of” 
the public trustee, which could otherwise only be lawfully dong: 
by a barrister or a duly certificated solicitor.” The text of the 
Act itself is not yet available, but we are assuming that thig 
will be the same as the Bill amended in Committee of the Hous 
of Commons and printed on the 19th inst. As we have said, 
the Public Trustee Act is a very different measure from that 
originally introduced, but its actual working must now be left 
to the test of experience. 


The Carriers Act, 1830. 


AN INTERESTING case under the Carriers Act, 1830, was tried the 
week before last in the King’s Bench Division in Miller v. London 
and North-Western Railway Co. The plaintiff placed a small bor 
containing jewellery inside her trunk when about to travel on 
the defendants’ railway. The jewellery, which was over £100 
in value, disappeared, and she sued the company for damages, 
She had not declared the contents of her trunk, and, therefore, 
prima facie the company were not liable for the loss. The Act, 
however, does not protect the carrier where the loss arises from 
any felonious act of any servant of the carrier, and the plaintiff's 
case was that her property had been stolen by a servant of the 
company. She was, however, unable to give any evidence 
pointing to guilt on the part of any individual servant, and 
rested her case on the fact that a felony had been committed 
and the probability that the guilty person was a servant. Such 
evidence, however, is not sufficient, and she was non-suited. What 
evidence 1s sufficient? is a question which has been discussed 
several times in the courts. In Vaughton v. London and North 
Western Railway Co. (L. R. 9 Ex. 93) it appears to have been held 
that in such cases a plaintiff can recover where the evidence shews 
that a felony was committed, and the facts are more consistent 
with the guilt of some servant of the company than the guilt of 
any person not in the company’s employment. This case, 
however, has not been fully approved of, and in M’ Queen y, 
Great Western Railway Co. (L. R. 10 Q B. 569) and Turner y, 
Great Western Railway Co. (34 L. T. 22) it has been commented 
upon, and the law has been clearly laid down. From these two 
last-mentioned decisions it is clear that it is not sufficient for 
a plaintiff to shew that it was more likely that a servant of 
the company stole his property than that any one else did, 
Where A. is being prosecuted for a felony and the prosecution 
cannot go further than to prove that either A. or B. must have 
committed the crime, and that of the two it was probably A.., it 
is clear A. cannot be convicted. So, to deprive the carrier of 
the protection of the Act, there must be evidence that some one 
of their servants is guilty of the felony. The burden of proof 
is on the plaintiff; and though he need not go so far as & 
prove that an individual whom he names and identifies is 
the guilty person, he must give evidence establishing § 
prima facie case that the guilty person must have bees 
a servant of the company. Thus, if he proves that several 
servants of the company access to the parcel robbed, bub 
that no one outside the company’s service had such access, the 
plaintiff will have proved his case. But it is not enough to 
prove merely that the company’s servants had much better 
opportunities for committing the crime than any outsider h 
Tt there is any reasonable degree of probability that an outeid 
may be the guilty person, the action cannot succeed. Th 
judgment in Metcalfe v. London, Brighton, and South Coa 
Railway Co. (27 L. J. OC. P. 333), when examined, does noe 
appear to be inconsistent with this view of the law, but it is # 
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be noticed that the head-note of this case is very misleadin 


and goes much farther than is warranted by the reported tn 2 th 


of the judges. 


Payment of Interest by Devisees of Real Estate. 


In THE recent.case of Re Lacy (ante, p. 67), Kexewica, J., 
had before him the familiar but difficult question as to the effect 
of payment of interest on the debt of a testator in keeping 
alive the debt as against persons other than the one who makes 
the payment. In certain cases it is clear that the payment of 
one person ought to affect others than himself. here, for 
instance, he is tenant for life of an estate, and pays the interest 
on. a mortgage on the estate, this keeps alive the mortgage 
debt as against the remainderman. The tenant for life represents 
the estate, and he is the person by whom the payment should 
be made, and it is natural that his payment should bind all 
persons interested in the estate. But in Roddam v. Morley 
(1DeG. & J. 1), where this point was decided, the principle 
enunciated went further and affirmed that payment by any 
person liable kept the debt alive as against all other persons 
interested. ‘‘I have come to the conclusion,” said Lord Cran- 
wortH, C., that when a part payment or payment of interest has 
been made, which has the effect of preserving any right of action, 
that right will be saved, not only against the part making the 
payment, but also as against all other parties liable on the 

ialty.” On the other hand, in Coope v. Cresswell (L. R. 2 
Gh. 113) Lord Cuetmsrorp, ©., declined to admit that this 
principle went beyond the case of tenant for life and remainder- 
man, and he held that a payment by personal representatives and 
trustees of part of the testator’s real estate for payment of debts 
did not keep alive the debt against the devisee of another part of 
the real estate. The conflict between these two cases has lop 
been recognized, andin Re Chant (53 W. R. 526; 1905, 2 Ch. 
225), Warginaton, J., adopted the principle of Roddam v. Morley 
in preference to Coope v. Cresswell, and held that a payment by 
the devisee for life of one part of the testator’s real estate kept the 
debt alive, not only as against the persons entitled to that part in 
remainder, but also as against the devisees of other real estate. On 
the other hand, in the earlier case of Re England (43 W. R. 491 ; 
1895, 2 Ch. 100) Kexewrcn, J., followed Coope v. Cresswell (supra) 
and held that a payment of interest by the devisee of real estate (if 
such payment was to be deemed to have taken place) would 
not keep alive a claim against the personal estate. In the 
present case of Re Lacy a testator devised part of his real estate 
to his son charged with the payment of a mortgage debt. He 
devised other part to trustees on trust for his wife for life, and 
then to sell and divide the proceeds among his four daughters. 
The testator died in 1871. His son regularly paid interest on 
the mortgage until 1904, when the security was found to be 
deficient. The mortgagees then commenced proceedings to 
have the proceeds of sale of the other real estate made avail- 
able for the balance of the debt, and the question accordingly 
arose whether the payment of interest by the devisee of the 
mortgaged estate kept the debt alive against the other real 
estate. Kzxewicn, J., following his own previous decision in 
Re England, held that it did not, and the diversity of opinion is 
thus accentuated. 


Services Rendered by Relative to Testatrix in 
Expectation of Remuneration. 

Tue case of Russell vy. MeClymont, decided by the Court of 
Sessions in Scotland on the 24th of May, is another of the 
numerous cases in which a relative who has expended money, 
or rendered services, for the benefit of a testator sets up a 
claim against ‘his estate after his death. It ap that 
thé testatrix died on the 29th of November, 1899, and that 
for three years prior to her death she had been in such 
# state of bodily and mental weakness as necessitated con- 
stant attendance and nursing, During this period of three 

rs she was most efficiently attended to and nursed b 
er niece, the plaintiff. In return for this nursing and attend- 
atice, she received her clothes and a home in her aunt’s house, 
According to her statement in court, she did not ask for wages, 
knowing that her aunt was aware that she was in narrow circum- 
stances, and being fully persuaded that she would remunerate 
her in her will, or in some other way make her a recompense. 
The testatrix in fact suffered from senile dementia ; the services 





& | himself and much evil upon others. The 





of the plaintiff were unremitting and efficient, and but for 

ese services it might have been necessary to employ two 
trained nurses during the last years of her life. Being dis- 
appointed under the will, and seeing that other relatives 
not nearer than herself, who had rendered no such ard 
services as she did, were receiving as large or a larger share of 
the estate, the plaintiff put forward her claim for were Tt may 
be added that the will was executed long before illness of 
the testatrix, and during her illness her mental power was so 
impaired that she was unable to fully estimate the services 
rendered by the plaintiff or to arrange to remunerate them 
adequately. The argument for the plaintiff was that 
an express agreement for wages was not necessary; that 
services having been rendered, there was a presumption that 
remuneration was due, and that the facts were sufficient to over- 
come any presumption that the pursuer’s claim was satisfied by 
the testamentary provisions in her favour. For the defence, it 
was urged that she was not in the position of a servant but of 
an adopted daughter, and that, although what she did for her 
aunt was meritorious and valuable, it was not done as a servant. 
The court were compelled to reject the plaintiff’s claim. She 
came to her aunt as an adopted hter. She nursed her aunt 
herself as a daughter might have done. She could not enforce 
a claim in law for wages for doing so. 


The 7 ae Mode of Addressing a County Court 
udge. 

Tae Reverenn Sypney Swurrs, in an nese et — on a 
at York, dwells upon the importance in a judge of courtesy 
all men. A judge, says the reverend gentleman, ‘should on all 
occasions abstain from unnecessary bitterness and ity. 
His words should be weighed, because they entail no evil upon 
guage of passion is 
not the language of a judge. There is a <j ww | of rebuke 
and condemnation, the justice of which is felt even by him who 
suffers under it; but when magistrates under the mask of law 
aim at the offender more than the offence, and are more studious 
of inflicting pain than repressing errors, the office suffers as 
much as the judge.” County courts did not exist in the days 
when this sermon was delivered, but the expressive — 
which we have quoted may be applied to judges 
inferior as well as the superior courts. We read that a 
county court judge some days ago, having been addressed by 
a witness as ‘‘ My dear Sir,” told him that if he repeated that 
mode of address he would spend Christmas in prison. We are 
bound to sup that the judge was speaking seriously, but 
when we consider the condition in life of those who are hurried 
through their evidence in the local court, and their ignorance of 
the usages of the legal profession, we cannot but think that the 
‘‘ propriety of rebuke” was absent. Asa contrast to what the 
ies resented as shewing a want of respect for his office, we 
were told by the registrar of one of the metropolitan coun 
courts that the suitors who ——- before him in undef 
cases were accustomed to address him as “My lord.” The 
explanation in both this‘and the preceding case may probably 
be given in the words of Dr. Jomysoy, “Ignorance, pure 
ignorance.” 


Is a Disseisor of. Land Bound 
by Equities Incumbent on the 
Disseisee ? 








I 


(A criticiam of the case of Re Nisbet and Potts’ Contract 
(Farwatt, J., 1905, 1 Ch, 391; 0. A,, 1906, 1 Ch. 386).) 


Tue reader may think that any discussion of the above question 
in the twentieth century must be purely academic, and would be 
more suited to the days of real actions, or at least to the bygone 
time when ings ia ejectment were commenced in the 
name of Joun Dox against the real defendant's “loving friend,” 
the casual ejector. But the above-mentioned case of Ry Nisbet 
and Potts’ wernt memento question may be raised aby 
acutely tical form er legal system inaugurated 

the J 4 cae Acts, and further, that its solution is a matter of 
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extreme importance both to conveyancers and to landowners. 
In that case the court considered the question in one aspect only, 
and answered it with regard to the particular circumstances of 
the case. But the writer will contend, with the greatest 

for the learned judges who took in that decision, that the 
solution there arrived at was highly unsatisfactory, and that the 
reasons alleged in the judgments of the court are at variance 
with the first principles of English law. 

For our present purpose the case of Re Nisbet and Potts’ 
Contract may be shevlhy stated as follows: In 1903 Porrs bought 
land of Nisser under a special condition providing, in effect, that 
8 deed of conveyance of the 11th of August, 1890, which shewed 
that the conveying party had acquired a title under the Statute 
of Limitations by thirtoen years’ adverse possession, should be 
accepted as the root of title. Porrs ascertained aliunde that by 
a deed of the 9th of November, 1867, former owners of the 
land had entered into restrictive covenants relating thereto. He 
maintained that this was an objection to the title entitling him 
to rescind the contract. The vendor contended that he himself 
had purchased without notice of the restrictions, and that, 
having to this and to the fact that his own and his 
vendor’s title was founded on adverse possession, the restrictive 
covenants no longer bound the land. As the vendor would not 
give way, the purchaser took out a vendor and purchaser 
summons for a declaration that a good title had not been shewn 
and for a return of the deposit. It appeared that the vendor, 
when he bought in 1901, had Pd. a title commencing in 
1878, and had no actual notice of the restrictive covenants, but 
would have obtained notice of them if he had insisted on a forty 

a. title. In these circumstances it was held, both by Farws11, 
.» and the Court of Appeal, that the vendor could not maintain 
that he had purchased without notice of the covenants. On this 
int it is most respectfully submitted that the learned judges’ 
ecision was quite right. It has long been settled that a 
purchaser, who submits to buy under special conditions restrict- 
ing the rights he would have had under an open contract to 
investigate title, is affected with constructive notice of all 
equities of which he would have had notice if he had investi- 
ted the title for the period allowed by an open contract. 
or is this rule at all modified by the fact that the vendor’s title 
was y acquired under the Statute of Limitations; for it is 
equally well established that, where a vendor entitled through 
twelve years’ possession under the Statute of Limitations 

er an contract, he cannot make a good title by simple 

proof of his twelve years’ possession, but must abstract the title 
of his disseisee and his predecessors till a total period of forty 
years from the date of the contract is made up. The reason, 
of course, is that the Statute of Limitations does not confer 
on a disseisor a good title against all the world, but only 
extinguishes the disseisee’s title. The vendor, therefore, 
wo have to prove that the disseisee was seised in fee, 
free from incumbrances, and was under no disability, and 
that he, the vendor, had been in possession for twelve years 
without acknowledgment of the other’s title. Clearly, then, a 
purchaser from such a vendor would have notice of all equities 
incumbent on the disseisee and discoverable by investigation of 
the disseisce’s title, But whether such vendor and purchaser 
would be bound by such equities—that is, whether such equities 
could be ote against them—is an entirely different point. 
As above mentioned, the vendor in Re Nishet and Potts’ Contract 
contended that he and the purchaser from him would not be so 
bound ; but in both courts this contention was rejected, and the 
purchaser's objection to the title was upheld. It is the reasons 
given for this decision which the writer has the temerity to find 
unsatisfactory and opposed to established legal principles. 

Farwe11, J., based his decision on the ground that restrictive 
covenants entered into by a landowner with an adjoining 

on gene bind the land in equity and give to the covenantee 
his heirs an equitable interest in the land enforceable 
against all subseq quite i 


uent owners thereof, ively of 


their having notice thereof, subject only to this—that subsequent 
taking the legal estate for value may prove that the 
took without notice of the covenants, and, if they saneel, 
shall hold the land free from the burden thereof. He also gave 
the opinion that the restrictive covenants were paramount to the 
analogous to that 


estate of the disseisee; and that the case was 





of a disseisor entering upon land subject to a legal easement 


such as a right of way or light, in which case there is no doubt 
that the disseisor takes the land as he finds it, subject to thy 
easement, notwithstanding that the easement was granted by 
the disseisee himself. For this last reason he considered that 
the Statute of Limitations had not extinguished the title of the 
persons entitled to the benefit of the restrictive covenants, and 

that the covenants still affected the land in the vendor’s handg, - 

In the Court of Ap Cortins, M.R., Romer, L.J., and 
Cozzns-Harpy, L.J., all expressed the opinion that the restric. 
tive covenants bound the land in equity, and created an equit- 
able interest in the land enforceable age all subsequent 
owners thereof, except only purchasers of the legal estate for 
value without notice; and } held that, for this reason, the 
burden of the covenants was incumbent on the _disseisor, 
Cotuins, M.R., also pointed out that the Statute of Limitations 
only bars rights of entry on and actions to recover land, and only 
extinguishes the title of persons who had such rights. Rowma, 
L.J., said that the covenantor who entered into the restrictive 
covenants was not “a trustee in any sense of the land for the 
covenantee, or any part of it, or of any estate in it.” He derided 
the idea that a successful trespasser for twelve years should be 

laced in a better position than an ordi owner. Cozens 

arpy, L.J., remarked: “ The suggestion which is at the root” 
of the appellant’s argument is this, that a squatter can wholly © 
disregard restrictive covenants affecting a building estate. 
is so startling a proposition, and so wide-reaching, that it must 
be wrong.” . 

The writer most respectfully contends that, prior to this 
decision, the following was the accepted doctrine of English 
law with respect to the binding force of trusts, equitable 
interests, or equities of any kind upon landowners or the lands 
they hold: (1) Equity acts in personam, so that no equitable 
interest or right can, strictly speaking, be anything more thas 
jus in personam—that is to say, a right against a particular 
person, and what is more, a right only to some particular 
conduct, to some act or forbearance on that person’s part, and 
not a right to or against any particular corporeal thing, whether 
land or chattel. Equities are, in fact, of the same nature 
exactly as obligations. (2) It was, however, established that 
trusts and other equities in respect of land should be enforce- 
able against all persons taking the estate of the trustee, or 

rson bound by the equity, by devolution in or operation of 

w, by gratuitous assignment, or by purchase with notice of 
the equity; consequently such trusts and equities were con- 
sidered in equity as amounting to equitable estates or — 
and, in a certain sense, as binding the land; but this impli 
no more than that the persons who had the benefit of the trust 
or equity should in equity be regarded as against all persom 
bound thereby, as being the owners of the like estates or 
interests as if the trust or equity had been executed—i.¢., carried 
out by a@ conveyance giving an estate or interest at law, 
(3) The notion so arrived at of equitable ownership is, of 
course, based on the equitable doctrine that what is agreed to 
be done shall be considered for some purposes as 
accomplished ; but before the decision in Re Nishet and Pott? 
Contract it has never been allowed that equitable ownership is 
of the same character as legal. All legal rights over land, 
whether in the nature of ownership, rents, or easements, are 
jura in rem; they are enforceable against the land itself directly, 
irrespective of the person for the time being in possession or of 
the manner in which he get possession ; and they are available 
against all the world. But equitable estates and interests ate 
not directly enforceable inst the land, irrespectively of ite” 
its possessor, nor against all the world. They are only 
able against the persons on whose conscience the original trust or 
equity is incumbent, and they are only available against some, 
but not all, subsequent possessors of the land. They are 
therefore not jura in rem, not true propristary rights at all, but 
are only mal obligations running with land to a limited 
extent. This is apparent from the fact that if the land is sold 


and conveyed by a trustee to a purchaser for value for a ; 


estate, the latter at once acquires the entire legal o 


whether he had notice of the trust or not; for the courts of law 






would never angen trusts or other equities. And if he bou 
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without notice, takes the land free from any equi 
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burden. The reason for this is, not that the trust really gave a 
right against the land, which he can repel (for if the equity had 
created a real proprietary right, how could purchase for value 
be any defence ?) ; but it is that courts of equity recognize that 
the trust is not rightly incumbent on Ass conscience, that it would 
be unjust’ to enforce the obligation of the trust inst him 
personally, and so will not compel him to hold the ownership, 
which he has already completely acquired at law, for the use of 
the persons entitled under the trust. Furthermore, the general 
rule was that trusts are only enforceable against the persons 
who take the trustee’s estate. It was a question therefore 
whether a lord, taking by escheat, was bound by a trust. And 
it was judicially considered that a disseisor was not bound by a 
trust. 

Now, with respect to all these propositions, except the last, 
it is submitted that they "aa cleiauntany” and well 
established. It would be too tedious to support them by 
detailed reference to the authorities. They are fully borne out 
by the statements made and authorities cited in Mr. Cuarizs 
BoTLER’s note on Trusts, Oo. Litt. 2903, n. (1), and Mr. Lewim’s 
well-known treatise, pp, 10-16, 215-217, 556 seg., 699 seq. (6th 
ed.); 8-14, 270-272, 847 seg., 1074 seg. (11th ed.). But one 
short statement of Mr. Burixr’s is so apposite that it may be 
cited in full: ‘‘He who hath a trust hath neither jus sn re 
nor jus ad rem; but only a confidence and trust, for which he 
hath no remedy at the common law, but only a remedy by a 
subpena in Chancery. This is the important distinction between 
trusts and commons, rents, and such-like hereditaments. These 
follow the lands, into all the hands to which they come; so that 
if a person is deforced, still the land in the hands of the deforceor 
is subject to the rent, or common, with which the land is charged. 
But, generally speaking, it is otherwise with respect to a trust, 
unless the estate of the deforceor, from his having notice of the 
trust, or upon some other ground, is, in the consideration of a 
court of equity, considered as charged with the trust.” 

Two points remain to be considered: (1) Is a disseisor 
subject to a trust? (2) Are the rights given by restrictive 
covenants essentially different in their nature from the equitable 
estates conferred by a trust, or are they of the same nature 
exactly—#.¢., no more than equitable obligations incumbent on 
some, but not all, of the persons, to whose hands the land may 
come, and not proprietary rights at all ? 

As to the first of these points: In Sir Moyle Finch’s case (4 
Inst. 85) which was that of a bill in Chancery referred to the 
consideration of all the judges of England, it was resolved, first, 
that a disseisor is subject to no trust, nor is any subpena 
maintainable against him, not only because he is not in the post, 
but because the right of inheritance or freehold is determinable 
at the common law and not in Chancery, neither had cestui 
que use (while he had his living) any remedy in that case. Here 
it was distinctly considered that a disseisor should be 
no more subject to trusts than he had been to 
uses, with regard to which the law is stated as follows 
by Pornam, O.J., in Chudleigh’s case (1 Rep. 1395): “ The reason 
why a disseisor should not stand seised to an use was, because 
cestuy que use had no remedy by the common law for any use, 
because his remedy was only in Chancery ; and because the right 
of a freehold or inheritance could not be determined ia Chancery, 
his title should not be drawn into examination there; and for 
this reason a disseisor shall not be compelled in the Chan to 
execute aa estate to cestuy que use, but cestuy que use 
compel his feoffees in the Court of Obancery to enter upon the 
disseisor or to recover the land against him at the common law, 
and then the Chancery will compel the feoffees to execute the 
estate according to the use.” 

As we have seen, Mr. Onantes Bourtzr takes the very case of 
of disseisin as the most apt illustration of the difference between 
the equitable interests created by a trust and the true pro- 

ietary rights enjoyed by the owners at law of incorporeal 
ereditaments. Lord Sr. Lzonarps emphasizes the same point 
(Sug. Gilb. Uses, 429, note (61)): “At this day every one is 
bound by a trust who obtains the estate without a valuable 
consideration, or even for a valuable consideration, if with 
notice, unless perhaps the lord by escheat. But persons 
claiming the legal estate by an actual disseisin, without collu- 
sion with the trustee, will not be bound by the trust. There- 








fore if I oust A., who is a trustee for B., and a claim is not made 
in due time, A will be barred, and his cestus que trust with him, 
although I had notice of the trust.” And open these authorities 
Mr. Lzwiy bases the following statement (Lewin on Trusts, 15 
(6th ed.), 18 (11th ed.): “A trust is annexed in privity to the 
estate—that is, must stand or fall with the interest of the Person 
by whom the trust is created; as, if the trustee be dissei 
the tortious fee is adverse to that impressed with the trust, and 
therefore the equitable owner cannot sue the disseisor in Chancery, 
but must bring an action against him at law in the name of the 
trustee.” n, after stating that ‘‘the universal rule (as trusts 
are now regulated) is that all who take through or under the 
trustee (except purchasers for valuable consideration without 
notice) shall be liable to the trust, Mr. Lzwmy points out that 
‘‘@ disseisor is not an assign of the trustee either in the per or 
in the post, but holds by a wrongful title of his own and 
edversely to the trust”: pp. 215, 219 (6th ed.), 270, 274 
11th ed.) 
\ If a trustee, having been disseised, fails to assert his right 
of entry or action within the time limited by the Statute of 
Limitations, the general rule is that the cestui que trust is 
barred. This proposition may be supported by the authority of 
Lord Hazpwioxs (Lewellin v. Mackworth, 2 Eq. C. A. Abr, 579, 
pl. 8), Lord Repgspaue (Hovenden vy. Annerley, 2 Sch. & Lef. 607, 
629), and Lord Manners (Pentland v. Stokes, 2 Ball & B. 63, 75), 
and by the decision in Burroughs v. McCreight (1 Jo. & Lat. 290). 
And Mr. Lewin (pp. 709, 721 (6th ed.), 1087, 1038, 1104 
(11th ed.) ) states the rule to be that where both cestui gue trust 
and trustee are out of possession for the time prescribed by the 
Statutes of Limitations, the former suffers for the 7 of the 
latter, and is barred ; and he points out that, where the subject- 
matter of the trust is land, and the trustee has been disseised, 
and trustee and cestus gue trust have both been out of possession, 
there is generally no remedy in equity, and the proper course is 
for the cestus gue trust to bring ejectment in the name of the 
trustee. He remarks, however, that the question remains 
whether, in cases where the angel as trust would, if his title 
were legal, have more than the ordinary time to sue (as where 
he is under disability or entitled in remainder only), he will be 
allowed the same extended period for suing in equity, notwith- 
standing that the trustee may be barred. This question is also 
discussed as a very difficult and undecided point in Darby and 
Bosanquet on the Statutes of Limitation, 418-425 (2nd ed.). It 
may be pointed out that, if a disseisor were in all cases bound 
by avy trust incumbent on the disseisee, no such question could 
possibly arise. ata nia 
As to the first point, then, we have a clear judicial decision, 
and the opinion of three eminent real property lawyers, that a 
disseisor of land is not bound by a trust. It is evident, 
therefore, that Lord Justice Romer’s contempt and Lord 
Justice Cozens-Harpy’s py =r for and at the notion that 
a disseisor should be in a better position than his disseisee 
were prematurely expressed. Is all remembrance lost of 
the august ition accorded by the common law to a 
disseisor of ad? He is im, the disseisee is out; he 
has the estate in the land, the disseisee has no estate, 
nothing but a right of peaceable (not forcible) entry or else the 
right to bring an action in which he has to sustain the onus of 
roof and must recover by the —— of his own title. The 
Nescleor is soloed end, wiint le taste, is seised in fee ; for an 
estate gained by wrong is always an estate in fee simple. 
“Wrong is unlimited and ravens all that can be gotten, and 
is not governed by the terms of estates, because it is hot 
contained with rules”: Hob. 323; Oo. Litt. 180, n. (7); 
Joshua Williams on Seisin, 7, 8. May the writer suggest 
another tion? “English law seems to accept 
the full this theory: Hvery title to land has its root 
its root in the oldest 


s 


in seisin; the title which has 

seisin is the best title”: Pollock and Maitland Hist. 
Eng. Law, ii. 46, and see 79. And in Eo law all 
things are presumed to ret oi ightly done. it not be 


conject that the English law, S uran posses- 
sou, held that he whe eset poteseion land skould be eateed 
in fee, because until he was removed by process of law it 


should be presumed that he entered lawfully in virtue of 
some earlier title, some older seisin—that is, by title paramount 
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to the disseisee’s? And if this be the theory of the law, 
it seems to be a necessary consequence that a disseisor, so 
long as he remains in undisturbed possession, whether the time 
fixed by the Statute of Limitations has elapsed or not, shall not 
be bound by any trust incumbent on the disseisee. If this con- 
jecture be thought fanciful, it is at least submitted that in the 

assages above cited from Finch’s case and Chudleigh’s case the 
judges plainly recognized that a disseisor was one who should 
be accorded the possibility of proving that he came in by a 
better title than the disseisee and might lawfully hold the land 
for his own use, that the proper forum for the trial of this 
question was a court of common law, and that until it were 
otherwise so determined, no process ought to issue out of a 
court of equity against the person of the disseisor to compel him 
to observe any use or trust incumbent on the disseisee. At all 
events it is contended that, if the disseisee leaves the disseisor 
in undisturbed possession for so long a time that the former’s 
rights and title are extinguished by the Statute of Limitations, 
it is not unreasonable, and it is in accordance with the spirit of 
English law, to presume that the disseisor entered lawfully by 
title paramount to the disseisee’s. Or this view may be pro- 
siimailed, that as the disseisee’s title is extinguished, the root of 
the disseisor’s title is his taking possession, his occupancy of the 
land ; and that occupancy and the exercise of sovereign authority 
are the only two methods known to the English law of gaining 
an original title of ownership, irrespective of any previous title : 
see Williams on Personal Property (15th ed.), 45-48, 516. The 
disadvantageous position of the disseisee, as compared with that 
of the disseisor, and the fact that a disseisor may in truth come 
in under an earlier title than the disseisee’s, are well illustrated 
in the cases of Doe vy. Carter (9 Q. B. 863) and Doe v. Barnard 
(13.Q. B. 945). 

Then have the Judicature Acts made any difference in 
this respect? It is thought not. It is considered that they 
merely allow legal and equitable remedies to be enforced in 
the same court, but have not changed the nature of equitable 
as opposed to legal rights, and only secure by the jurisdiction 
of one court the same (but no greater) prevalence of 


action of the Court of Chancery against persons who exercised 
their legal rights in violation of the rules of equity: Salt v. 
Cooper (16 Ch. D. 544, 549), Joseph v. Lyons (15 Q. B. D. 280), 
Hallas v. Robinson (ib, 288), Warren v. Murray (1894, 2 Q. B. 
648). Under the present procedure the test of obtaining relief 
in the High Court of Justice against any person is whether the 
rules of common law or equity gave any cause of action against 
him. If not, there is (apart from statute) no ground for pro- 
ceeding against him: Companhia de Mocambique v. British South 
Africa Co. (1893, A. ©. 612). But the writer respectfully 
submits that, since legal and equitable remedies are now enforce- 
able in the same court, there is even greater need than before 
that legal and equitable rights should be subjected to a search- 
ing and correct analysis, and that equitable obligations should 
be clearly distinguished from legal proprietary rights. 
T. Cyprian WItu1AMs. 


(Zo be continued.) 





Reviews. 
Books of the Week. 


Outlines of Banking Law: with an Appendix containing the Bills 
of Exchange Act, 1882, the Bills of Exchange (Crossed Cheques) Act, 
1906, the Bankers’ Books Evidence Act, 1879. By RicHarp Risa- 
woop, Esq., M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 





New Orders, &c. 


Rules of the Supreme Court. 
Order 37, Rule 59. 
1. Order 37, Rule 59, is hereby annulled, and the following Rule 
shall stand in lieu thereof : — 
Rules 54 to 58 of this Order shall apply us far as a be to applica- 





tions under the Evidence by Commission Act, 1859 (22 Vict. c. 20), 
for the purpose of giving effect to any Commission or letter of request 


equitable over legal rights as was formerly obtained by the | High Court of Judicature at Allahabad, dated the 5th of July 


| suspending him from practising as an advocate in that court for four 








from any British tribunal out of the jurisdiction ; except that in 2 
cases the depositions certified as above provided, and letter of request, 
if any, shall be forwarded by the Senior Master to His Majesty's 
Secretary of State for the Colonies, or, in the case of a letter 
request from a Judge of an Indian Court, to His Majesty’s Secretary 
of State for India. 

Order 37, Rule 60. 

2. Where a Commission Rogatoire, or letter of request, as mentioned 
in Rule 54 of this Order, is transmitted to the Supreme Court by Hig 
Majesty's Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs with an intimation 
that it is desirable that effect should be given to the same without 
requiring an application to be made to the Court by the Agents in 
England of any of the parties to the action or matter in the foreign 
country, the Senior Master shall transmit the same to the Solicitor to 
the Treasury, who may thereupon with the consent of His Majesty’s 
Treasury, make such applications and take such steps as may be 
necessary to give effect to such Commission Rogatoire, or letter of: 


request, in accordance with Rules 54 and 58 of this Order. , 

3. These Rules may be cited as the Rules of the Supreme Court 
(December) 1906, or each Rule may be cited by the heading thereof 
with reference to the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, and whereag 
the immediate operation of these Rules is urgent, these Rules shall 
come ivto operation forthwith. 

Copies of the above Rules may be obtained at the Lord 
Chancellor's office. 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


Judicial Committee of the Privy 


Council. 


Re 8. B. SARBADHICARY (AN ADVOCATE). 4th and 5th Nov.; 14th Dee, 


ApvocatEe—ALLEGED ProressionaL Misconpuct—ArtTIcLE WRITTEN AND 
Pusuisnep By Apvocats as Eprrorn Rer.tecTinc ON THE JUDGES OF THE 
Hicn Covrr—Contrempt—SvspPension rrom - Practice — REASONABLE 
Cause —JvuRIspicTion TO OnpEeR ProressionaAL PUNISHMENT. 


This was an appeal ez parle to his Majesty in Council by Mr. 8. B. 
Sarbadhicary, who was called to the English bar at Gray’s-inn, and was 
also a member of the Indian bar. He appealed from an order of the 


last, 








years. The facts, so far as material, were that while the appellant 
was arguing a criminal case before Mr. Justice Richards, the latter 
interrupted him and ordered him to “‘hold his tongue.” The peers 
subsequently wrote an article in a local paper—the Cochrane—of which 
he was the editor, reflecting upon judges of the High Court. A few days 
after the article appeared he was summoned by notice from the High 
Court calling upon him to shew cause why his name should not be removed 
from the roll of advocates or against such other order as the court should 
seem meet. The case was argued on the 25th of June, when the court 
reserved judgment. Before judgment was pronounced, the appellant 
wrote a letter to the Chief Justice expressing ‘‘his unfeigned and deep 
regret at the publication of matters considered to be derogatory to the 
judges and calculated to bring the administration of justice into contempt,” 
stating that he had acted without deliberation and on sudden impulse, and 
asking the court to accept his apology. The High Court, having regard to 
the fact that he had previously been suspended for three months in similar 
circumstances, and holding that in what he had done he had been guilty 
of professional misconduct, made the order against which this ap was 
brought. The appellant appeared in person, and submitted that the order 
was one which the High Court had no jurisdiction to make, because 
(inter alia) it applied only where the offence was misconduct in a profes 
sional capacity. The matters alleged against him were done in his journa- 
listic character of editor of the Cochrane. Punishment on an editor should 
affect the offender in that capacity, whereas the punishment ordered 
could not have been passed on him qud editor at all. It was therefore 
punishing him gud advocate for misconduct committed by him qud editor. 

Their lordships (Lord Davey, Lord Rosextson, Sir Anprew Scosxx, and 
Sir Anruvur Wi1son) having taken time to consider, 

Sir Anprew Scone, in stating the reasons why the Council were of 
opinion that the appeal failed, said the appellant had submitted that the 
High Court had uo jurisdiction to deal with him for alle misconduct, © 
he being a member both of the English and Indian bar, and was improperly 
constituted when the case was heard. In their opinion the court was 
properly constituted, and had therefore jurisdiction; they also thought 
that the publication of the article constituted a contempt which the court 
could regard as professional misconduct. ‘The only question, therefore, th 
had to decide was whether the publication of such an article constituted — 
‘* reasonable cause’’ for the suspension of the writer, who was an advocate, — 
from practice. They did not intend to lay down any rule to define ‘‘ reason+’ 
able cause,” but they agreed with the conclusion of the High Court that there’ 
was reasonable cause for the order which was made in this case, The” 
appellant had endeavoured to draw a distinction between his capacity a” 
an advocate and his capacity as an editor, and had cited Re Wallaw 
(L. R. 1 P, ©. 283) as an authority in ee of his argument. But” 
that case was an entirely different case from the present. Here 





s 























1906. 7 
at in such 
of request, y 
Majesty's 
. letter of 
Secretary 


nentioned 
irt by Hig 
ntimation 
e without 
Agents in 
ie foreign 
olicitor to 
Majesty’s 
S may be 
‘letter of 


me Court 
g thereof 
i whereas 
ules shall 


‘the Lord 


YGS, 
‘Ivy 


14th Dee, 


[TTEN AND 
ES OF THE 
EASONABLE 


Mr. 8. B, 
|, and was 
ler of the 
July last, 
> for four 
appellant 
the latter 
appellant 
of which 
few days 
the High 
e removed 
irt should 
the court 
appellant 
and di 
ry to the 
mntempt,” 
pulse, and 
regard to 
in —_ 
een guilty 
al was 
the order 
, because 
a profes. 
is journa- 
or should 
t ordered 
therefore 
ud editor. 
OBLE, and 


| were of 
i that the 
sconduct, 
nproperly 
ourt was 
. thought 
the court 
fore, they 
metituted 
advocate, 
‘* reasone 
that there 
we, The 
pacity as 
» Wallas 
nt. But 
Here the 





. * 








~ Dec. 29, 1906. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 51.] 148 
— — cosine hadi Gada Gaile Sn Jaies © Maw OX GL Et 








whole controversy arose from the misbehaviour of the appellant as advocate 
conducting a case before the court, and the contempt, of which he was 
rly found guilty, was committed in the attempt to vindicate his 


fessional cunduct in a publication for which he was solely responsible.’ 


ir lordships would say nothing as to the character of the article or as 
to the extent of the punishment awarded. They would humbly advise his 
Majesty to dismiss the appeal. 
[Reported by Erxsxixe Reiv, Barrister-at-Law. 





Court of Appeal. 


BAGNALL v. LEVINSTEIN (LIM.). No. 1. 13th Dec. 


Workmen’s Compensation—Workman—Screntiric Exprrt—WorkMeEn’s 
Compgnsation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vict. c. 37), 8. 7, sUB-sEcTION 2. 


This was an appeal from an award of the judge of the Manchester 
Oounty Court in an arbitration under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1897. The — for compensation was the widow of Ernest H. 
Bagnall, who died in consequence of accidental injuries sustained by 
him in the course of his employment. The only question was whether 
the deceased was a workman within the meani of the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, He had been educated at Manchester University, and 
had taken the degree of Master of Science, and at theage of about twenty- 
four he entered into an agreement of service for five years with the 
employers, Levinstein (Limited), who were manufacturers of dyes and 
chemicals. By this agreement, which was in writing, Bagnall undertook 
(a) to give his whole time to serve the company and endeavour to pro- 
mote the success thereof to the best of his ability, and to obey all orders of 
those in authority in such work as might be allotted to him ; (4) to live as 
near the works as possible ; (c) to make known to those in authority and 
put at their disposal the entire results of his work, whether the same 
might lead to the improvement of existing methods of manufacture or 
whether they concerned the production of new bodies, the company being 
entitled to make use of his research and its results as they thought fit ; 
(@) to keep all affairs relating to the business of the company which might 
come to his knowledge, as well as his own researches and their results, 
strictly secret ; (e) not, without the consent of the company, for a period 
of twelve calendar months after the termination of his engagement to 
start a works for the manufacture of the same products or start a similar 
business ; (f) not, without consent, for a period of five years to publish 
anything referring to the methods of manufacture of the company or the 
principles on which the methods were based. The company agreed (a) to 
pay Bagnall the yearly sum of £200 for the first year, £215 for the second 
year, £230 for the third year, £245 for the fourth year, and £260 for the 
fifth year, the said salary to be payable monthly; (4) to pay him a com- 
mission of 4 per cent. on the net profits of all such inventions, 
improvements, or discoveries as should in the opinion of the company 
be of sufficient merit to justify a patent being taken out in respect thereof ; 
(ec) to grant him an annual holiday of three weeks. The agreement 
provided that Bagnall should be liable to a fine of £50 for any infringe- 
ment of the conditions to be observed by him, this sum to he paid to the 
company for every single case of infringement. Either party was entitled 
to cancel the agreement by giving six months’ notice in writing. It 
peered from the evidence that Bagnall was for five-sixths of his time in 

e works, and for one-sixth in the laboratory. He used to come to work 
one or two hours later than the ordinary workmen. He worked under 
the orders of the manager. He did manual work, i.¢., inter alia, he 
turned on steam and put taps on for blowing over liquor which 
was in boxes. He was dressed like a common workman and did 
work which soiled his hands, working among the chemicals like the 
ordinary workmen, and he was exposed to all the risks that an ordinary 
workman was exposed to. He did, in fact, no research work. His salary 
was paid monthly by cheque. There was a wages book at the works, but 
his name was not init. At the time of the accident he had been in the 
employment between three and four years. The county court judge held 
that the deceased was a workman within the meaning of the Act, and 
made an award in favour of the applicant for £300. The employers 


appealed. 

Tne Covrr (Cottms, M.R., and Cozens-Hgrpy L.J., Farweti, L.J., 
dissenting) allowed the appeal, and directed that the case should be sent 
back to the county court judge to be tried again. 

Coins, M.R., said that this case raised a mixed question of law and 
fact, and that if the county court judge misdirected himself in applying 
the law to the facts, this court ought not to allow his decision to stand. 
The question depended on the definition of ‘*workman,’’ on the 
agreement for employment, and on what the deceased actually did 
in the employment. As to the definition, he had nothing to add 
to what the court had already said in Simpson v. Bbbw Vale Steel, 
dron, and Coal Oo. (1905, 1 K. B. 453). That case did not give a 
strict definition of ‘‘workman,”’ but he thought it indicated principles 
which might have afforded a guide to the county court judge in 

case. As to the agreement, regard ought to be had to what 
the deceased was employed for. It was true that a man who had the 
statutory qualifications for being a workman was none the leas a workman 
because he had acquired academic distinction in science. But the question 
Was as to the employment; what was he employed for? If he was 
employed as a master of science, in order that his employers might have 
the benefit of his scientific attainments, he did not appear to be employed 
a8 workman, although he might in his employment have to do manual 
labour. This Act of Parliament was to be construed in a popular sense, 


and no person usifig ordinary language would say that an in 
try, who was employed as an expert, was a workman. The distinc. 





© 
9 


tion which he was drawing had been drawn in Jackson v. Hili (13 
618), a case under the Emplo: and Workmen Act, 1875. As 
the deceased actually did his employment, the evidence 
that he used to come to work later than the ordinary workmen, and 

he was paid a salary and not wages, and ell the evidence pointed to 
conclusion that he was not as an workman. 
fact of his doing manual labour did not turn him into a workman 

sense. In his opinion the county court judge had not 

applied the law to the facts of this case, and he thought, therefore, 
ae ease cag 0. e SOAS NER Pe . 

Cozens-Harpy, L.J., concurred. 

Farwet, L.J., said he could not see that the county court jy 
misdirected himself or made any mistake in law, and further, 
with the conclusion at which be had arrived. The Legislature 
have shrunk from defining ‘‘ workman'’ in this Act. Section 
section 2, said not what ‘‘ workman ”’ meant, but what it included. 
agreement seemed to him to be one for the yo Sar of a 
workman. He should be very sorry to say that ed was a bar tot 
benefits of the Workmen’s Com Act. He saw nothing ei 
in the agreement or in what the did that was inconsistent 
his being a workman. In fact he did no research work, and he 
under orders. He worked a > as a workman, only as a skilled 
man. The case of Jackson v. Hill, being a decision under another 
did not eeem to him to apply to this case. He did not think that the 
court in Simpson v. Ebbw Vale Steel, Iron, and Coal Co. had intended or 

give an exhaustive definition of ‘‘ workman,’’—CovunsEL, 
C. A. Russell, K.C., and Addington Willis ; Ruegg, K.C., and Albert Parsons. 
Soricrrors, Chapman § Brooks, Manchester; Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co., 
Russell, Coppock, & Helm, Stockport. 
{Reported by F. G. Rucxer, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


WARREN »v. FOSTER BROTHERS CLOTHING CO. (LIM.). 
Warrington, J. 14th Dec. 


Coryrigut—Boox—Sueet or Lerrerrress—Arriication To Monzy-nox— 
Coryrient Act, 1842 (5 & 6 Vicr. c. 45), s. 2. 


Motion. This was a motion claim an injunction ‘‘to restrain the 
defendants, their servants, agents, workmen, from in any manner 
infringing the plaintiff's copyright in a book entitled ‘‘ The Clubman. 
To Make Pence into Shillings and Shillings into Pounds.” The 
was the ye pe eo ter sna of the cop’ t in the said book, which 
consisted of a sheet of letterpress composed 
on money-boxes. The sheet of let 
“‘The Clubman. To make pence into s, and shillin 
This box is lent to you for the saving of pence, so 
article is uired it may be got at “go money price at pn 
tradesmen whose name is on the other . When you have 
to pay for what you want, take this box to shop, have it opened, bonus 
added, and receive to total value. Use ‘The Clubman’ daily.” 
The defendants issued money-boxes ad practically the whole of the 
said letterpress, with this exception, that the words ‘‘ Foster’s Bank” 
appeared instead of ‘‘The Clubman.” For the plaintiff it was said that 
this was a sheet of letterpress printed on a box. By virtue of section 2 of 
the Copyright Act, 1842, a sheet of le was a book, and a book 
was the subject of copyright. The matter on the box was 
It was a piece of information as to the _—— _ 

t 


ublished. 
eeuum Sauhd mit who used the box in a certain way. was not 
case of the barometer, where the words could have no meaning except 
in connection with the instrument on which they were : Davis 
v. Comitti (52 L. T. 589, 38 W. R. Dig. 54). On the question of — 
character the court was referred to Walter v. Lane (49 W. R. 95; 1900, 
A. ©. 539), Collis v. Cater (78 L, T. 613, 46 W. R. Dig. 38). The defendants 
submitted that it was not the subject of copyright at all. To fall within 
the definition of the Act it must be a literary composition se, pub- 
lished, something done in itself for purpose of instruction or 
leasure. In this case the words were m directions how to use the 

x. If the words consisted of directions to be used in connection 
with something else they could not be the subject of yright at all: 
Hollinrake v. Truswell (38 Soxrcrrors’ Jovanat 706; 1894, 3 Ch. 420). 


The was of great importance. It used the following words: 

‘« Being a sheet of letterpress applied to money-box.’” The real point was 

that the sheet of a was not separately published at all. 
Warninoton, J., the plaintiff sought to an injunction against 

the defendants with a view to protec a claim of literary 

The facts were shortly these: The plaintiff had devised a means 

a tradesman who adopted his plan might attract custom to himself. 

tradesman was to hand to his customer a tin money-box, which bore on 

one side the name of the particular tradesmen and on the other the words 

above set out, in respect of which lite’ copyright was claimed. 

defendants, findi vice had 

on ge votioally” contained on the tiff's box, 

ions on 

emnane tak the words ‘‘ Foster’s Bank’’ were subetibibed for “The 

Clubman.”’ If the ntiff was entitled to 

be no question that the defendants had same. 

right Act, 1842, in section 2 enacted that “‘a 


be 
ean and include e volume, or division of a volume, pamphlet, 
cash ot lok cp thet of tsi, ap cig, or plan Sparanly 
published.” * case was the directions 
on the box, though in some sense a sheet of letterpress, were not 
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separately published, that they were part of the box, and the essential ee there was ample evidence of aiding and abetting to ey . + 


element in the device of the plaintiff. The defendants also said that 
apart from the box the words had no intelligible meaning, and referred 
to Hollinrake v. Truswell (38 Sottcrrros’ Jovrgnat 706; 1804, 3 Ch. 420). 
In that case the plaintiff claimed copyright in a cardboard pattern sleeve 
containing upon it scales, figures, and descriptive words for adapting it to 
sleeves of any dimensions. The case went to the Court of Appeal, and 
it was there held that it was not capable of copyright. His lordship then 
referred to certain passages in the judgments of Lord Herschell, L.C., 
and Lindley, L J., and said they seemed exactly to cover the present case. 
Here the words could only be used in connection with the box; they were 
not mere direc'ions for use, but formed part of this box itself, which could 
not be used for the s purpose for which it was intended, without 
reference to the directions contained on it. The certificate of registration 
described the title of the book as ‘‘ The Clubman as applied to money- 
box.’’ This in itself shewed that the words were not intended to be 
separately published. These particular words did not come within the 
definition of copyright as a sheet of letterpress separately published. His 
lordship said nothing as to whether the words had literary merit or not. 
His remarks would be equally applicable if there were literary merit. 
The motion therefore failed, at the defendants’ costs must be costs 
in the action.—CovunseL, Sebastian; Disturnal, Soxicrrors, G. B. Bliis ; 
Needham, Tyer, § Barrow, for Dale ¢ Co., Birmingham. 
[Reported by Epwarp J. M. Cuaprtix, Barrister-at-Law.] 





J ° 5 
High Court—King’s Bench 
Division: 
REX v. DE MARNEY. C.C.R. 19th Dec, 
Cammat Law—Eprror— Pvusiisame my NewsrparerR ADVERTISEMENTS 
Recetvep From Forsiecn Apverrisers—Onscenz LirenatunE—‘‘ Pro- 
curntnc’’ Pos.ication—‘‘ Arp, Augt, Covnset, on Procurnr’’—Post 


Orrice Prorection Act, 1884, s. 4—Tae Accessories anp Apetrors Act, 
1861 (24 & 25 Vicr. c. 94), s. 8. 


Case stated by the Common Serjeant sitting at the Central Criminal 
Court. The point of law upon which the opinion of the court was 
desired was the question of criminal liability of the defendant, Edward 
de Marney, the editor of Judy, who had been convicted at the 
Old Bailey on a charge of sending and causing and procuring to 
be sent by post obscene books, photographs, &c., because he had 
i in Judy advertisements from foreigners resident abroad, 
with the names and addresses of the persons supplying these goods. 
A sheet of the paper containing these advertisements accompanied the 
case. The Common Serjeant directed the jury that if they were 
satisfied that the books and photographs sent to the police inspector in 
answer to these advertisements were obscene, and that the defendant 
knew at the time he published the advertisements that they were 
advertisements for the sale of obscene literature and photographs, 
and by the publication of those advertisements the defendant brought 
about the sale and transmission to the purchaser of the books, &c., 
they ought to convict the defendant, although he did not know the 
actual contents and details of the books, &c., sent, and that in judging 
of the defendant's knowledge they might consider not only the —- 
of the police and the w of the advertisements, tut also the 
other advertisements appearing the same issue of the paper. The 
jury found the defendant ‘‘ guilty,’’ and he was admitted to ball nding 
the consideration of this court on the qnestion of law. On behalf of the 

it was submitted that as this was a charge of aiding and abetting 

in the commission of an offence, which by section 8 of 24 & 25 Vict. c. 94 
made him a principal in the second degree, he could only be convicted as 
such, and the indictment was the same in effect as if he were charged as a 
principal with publishing and sending. It was admitted that all the 
poere advertising were foreigners residing abroad, and these would have 
the ae aes. in the first degree. But the court had no jurisdic- 

tion over them; they could not be apprehended even if after sending 
these goods to England wy hy: come to this country. Therefore, there 
being no principals in the first degree, there could be no — in the 
second degree. [Lord Alverstone, C.J., referred to Du Oros v. " 
23 Times L. R. 3.1 Moreover, by publishing the advertisements the defendant 
did not ‘‘ procure” the publishing of this literature. A sandwichman 


——s an advertisement that a stage-play would be performed at a 
-ball did not “ ”* the performance of that play. To hold 
that a newspa was liable as an 


t for ev purpose 
the cri law 


. If that were so held, where was it logically to 

? Could it be said that an editor the sale at the shop 
of goods? If so, the committee a club or s newsagent who 
disseminated the ge the advertisement, or even the man 
who took the paper , might held liable to conviction. For the 
Crown it was contended that the f advertiser who an 
innocent agent, — this literature in England was Hable to Heglsh 
law: Rez v. Oliphant (1905, 2 K. B. 67). The sending of the packets 
was a continuing offence: Rez v. Burdett (1 State Trials N.8.1). There- 
fore, if the advertisers could be caught in land they could be 
prosecuted. They were aye owe y e first degree. As to 
ee Be ee eal of these advertisements did not 
wane. the publishing, &c., of this literature, the words in section 8 
24 & 25 Vict. c. 94 were not only “ procure”’ but “‘ aid, abet, counsel, or 


Lord Atvzsstone, O.J., in giving judgment, said the authorities shew) 
that section 8 of 24 & 25 Vict c. 24 was only declaratory of the ‘ 
law. The point raised in the recent case of Du Cros v. Lambowrne ( 
did not arise here, because the offence of which De Marney was c' ; 
was an indictable misdemeanour, while in that case it was only a 
offence punishable summarily. It seemed to him that here there wag 4 

ublication to people who never might, or never would in some cases, hayy 
ncaa of the existence of these things, and where they were to by 
obtained. Therefore the publication of this obscene literature was directly 
brought about by these advertisements. They had here clear evidengs, 
because he had been fully warned by the police, that the defendant way 
aware of what would be the consequences of his act. He thought ths 
direction of the learned Common Serjeant to the jury was in accordangs 
with the law, and therefore the conviction must be affirmed. 

Granraam, Lawrance, BicuaM, and Bucky, JJ., concurred, Com. 
viction affirmed.—CounseL, Avory, K.C., J. P. Grain, and Fulton ; Muig 
and Powell. So.icrronrs, E. M. Lazarus; The Solicitor for Public Py 


seouttons. 
[Reported by Easxine Rein, Barrister-at-Law. } 


REX v. AUDLEY. C.C.R. 19th Dec. 


CamuuaLt Law—Bicamy—Barrtisu Sussect—Szconp Maraiace Conrracrp 
1x Forzrgn Counrry—Exceptions aND Provisors 1x Statures—Naca 
saRyY AVERMENTS IN InpIcTMENT—OrrENces AGAINST THE PERSON Aor, 
1861 (24 & 25 Vicr. c. 100), 8. 57. 


Case stated by Kennedy, J. William James Audley was charged at the 
Hampshire Autumn Assizes with bigamy. The first marriage took place 
in England im 1905, and the second with Ellen Guilfoyle, at Gibraltar, ip 
March, 1906, the prisoner’s first wife being then alive, although he passed 
asasingle man. The indictment was framed under the Offences A 
the Person Act, 1861, which, by section 57, enacts that ‘‘ Whosoever 
married shall marry any other person during the life of the former husbandag 
wife hall be guilty of felony . provided that n 
in this section contained shall extend to any second marriage con 
elsewhere than in England and Ireland by any other than a subject of his 
= or to any person marrying a second time whose husband or wife 
shall have been continuously absent from such person for the space of 
seven years then last past, and shall not have been known by such person 
to be living within that time or .” to any person who at the tims 
had been divorced or whose first marriage had been judicially declared 
void. Jt was found as a fact that the prisoner, a soldier, was a subject 
of his Majesty, but the indictment did not aver directly or indirectly 
that he was a British subject, and the question for the court was 
whether. the conviction ought to be quashed on that ground. The 
jury had found the prisoner guilty, and he was sentenced to twelve 
months’ hard labour, but execution of sentence was postponed Pa 
the decision of this court on this question of law. On behalf of the 
prisoner counsel stated he had been asked by Kennedy, J., personally 
to argue this point. There was, he submitted, a distinction between 
exceptions and provisoes in statutes. Where certain cases wer 
excepted from the operation of the statute the indictment must shew 
that the particular case was not within the exception. True it had beam 
held that if there was a proviso in a subsequent part of the Act this was 
not n ; but the proviso could be relied on asa defence. But this 
rule with regard to provisoes only applied to negative averments. The 
general rule was that every averment necessary to shew that the prisoner 
was within the section ought to appear, and any compliance with a 

recedent condition must be stated: Rex v. James (1902,1 K.B., at p 
P3). Here the prisoner had not commited the offence in section 57 unless 
he was a British sybject, and that was not averred in the indictment : ses 
Archbold’s Criminal Pleadings (23rd ed.), p. 1167. For the prosecution 
it was argued that the conviction ought to stand. If the indictment as 
alleged was bad because this fact had not been averred, it was bed 
also because it did not aver that his first wife had not been 
absent from him for seven years or that he had not been divorced 
and so forth. That was noteven sug . Ifthe prisoner was a British 
subject the court had jurisdiction under the section ; if he was not it had 
no jurisdiction. In Rex v. Bari Russell (1901, A. OC. 446) this point was 
raised, although it did not appear so in the reports of the case (a shorthand 
note of the argument was produced which confirmed counsel’s s 
but the House of Lords had swept away that contention as well as othem 
raised. In Reg. v. Jameson (1896, 2 Q. B. 425) Russell, O.J., at Ee 
gave a decision to the same effect. [But section 11 of the Foreign 
ment Act, 1870, undér which Reg. v. Jameson was decided, did not mention 
British subjects specifically. ] 

Lord Atversrons, C.J., thought it was unnecessary to go into the ques 
tion of exceptions and provisoes at any length, because that had been dons 
in Rez v. James (supra). He ref toa e there cited in Lord 
Mansfield’s judgment in Res v. Jarvis (1 East 646n), that it was a known 
distinction ‘‘that what comes by way of proviso in a statute must be 
insisted on by way of defence by the party accused; but where 
exceptions are in the enacting of a law it must a in 
the charge that the defendant does not fall within any of them.” 
He did not think it was possible to find any reason why, if it wer 
necessary to aver that the accused wasa British subject, it was not equally 
necessary to aver the other things stated in the » except on the 
ingenious suggestion that the rule only applied to negative averments, and 
that this was a positive averment. That was, he thought, too fine a distinction, 
The real question was whether it wasa matter of defence or a $ 
necessary to define the offence. It could not be suggested that the 
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spose ution ought to assume that the accused was not a British subject. 
Fodeed Fari Russell’s case was a direct authority to the contrary. The 
conviction must therefore be affirmed. 

Geawrnam, Lawaance, Bicuam, and Bucxnu1, JJ., oad the 
game opinion. Oonviction affirmed. — CovunszL, Avory, .C., and 
Swinburne-Hanham ; Edmond Bray. Soutcrrons, The Treasury Solicitor. 

[Reported by Exextxz Resp, Barrister-at-Law.) 


TORY v. DORCHESTER CORPORATION. Div. Court. 19th Dec. 


Pustrc AuTHorities Prorection Act, 1893, ss. 1, 2~Acrion m County 
Covrt—Taxation or Costs—Oounty Courts Acr, 1888, s. 118. 


Appeal by the plaintiff from a decision of his Honour Judge Philbrick, 
sitting at the Dorchester County Court. The action was brought in the 


county court to recover the value of a horse, the claim heing £33 The in’ 


action was dismissed, and judgment, with costs, entered for the defendant 

ration. The defendants’ solicitor carried in a bill of costs for £74, 

the registrar taxed it in accordance with the schedule to the County 
Courte Act, 1888, as between solicitor and client. He items 
amounting to £28, but allowed the balance, £46. The defendant ee 
tion then applied to the judge to review that taxation, on the gro that 
the Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, repealed section 118 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, as regarded the taxation of costs of public 
suthorities. The county court judge held that the defendants as a public 
authority were entitled to have their costs paid in accordance with the bill 
delivered, as there was no county court seale provided to meet the case. 

The plaintiff appealed. After argument, 

Daguna, J., in giving judgment, said the plaintiff brought an action 

t; the corporation of Dorchester and lost, and thereupon he became 
liable to pay their costs. It was said on behalf of the corporation that the 
bill of costs which their solicitor carried in was not liable to be taxed, their 
contention being that section 118 of the County Courts Act, 1888, had no 
application under such circumstances, and that was what the learned county 
court judge in effect had held. He said: “I think the County Courts 
Act does not apply but the Public Authorities Protection Act of 1893, s. 2, 
does, and I hold the cost must be taxed as between solicitor and client 
irrespective of the County Courts Act.’? Therefore he did not hold 
that the costs were not to be taxed, but that they were to be 
taxed irrespective of the County Courts Act. He a tly so 
decided on account of the words in section 1 (8) the Public 
Authorities Act, 1893, ‘‘ whenever in any such action a ee is 
obtained by the defendant it shall costs to be as between 
solicitor and client.’”’ Under that provision what the corporation were 
entitled to were the costs which were to be taxed as between solicitor 
and client, but provision was made in the County Courts Act, 1888, 
for the taxation of costs as between solicitor and client. Section 
118 undoubtedly said that all costs and between solicitor 
and client should be taxed on the application either of the solicitor or 
client, but not otherwise. Under the Public Authorities Protection Act, 
the costs to be paid the successful defendant were taxed costs. But if they 
were taxed they must be taxed on the scale in the County Courts Act 
applicable as between solicitor and defendant. Therefore, if the 
corporation choose to take advantage of section 118 of the County Courts 
Act, 1888, all they could get by virtue of the Public Authorities Protection 
Act, 1893, were solicitor and client costs under the scale applicable 
in oN paral courts as between solicitor and client. The appeal must 
succeed. 

Bray, J., concurred. The words in the Act of 1893, were the ae en 
“shall carry costs to be taxed as between solicitor aud client.’’ t was 
equivalent to saying that a defendant public authority was entitled to 
costs us between solicitor and client to be taxed according to the scale in 
the county court applicable to such taxation. Any other construction 
would put a plaintiff in the position of being at the mercy of the public 
authority who might apply for taxation or not as they chose. That would 
be an anomalous position, and one that could not have been intended. The 
county court judge decided the case upon a ground which counsel had 
to-day shrunk from contending—namely, that section 2 of the Public 
Authorities Act, 1893, repealed section 118 of the County Courts Act, 1888, 
80 far as actions of this kind wereconcerned. But it was not maintainable 
that the words im section 2 of the Act of 1893 had repealed or had any 
effect upon section 118 of the County Courts Act, 1888. The result was 
that these costs must be taxed according to section 118 as between 
solicitor and client. Appeal allowed.—Counset, Hawke; C0. Fleetwood ; 
Pritchard. Sourcrrons, J. Trevor Davies; Lovell, Son, ¢ Pitfeld, for A. G. 
Symons, Dorchester. 

[Reported by Exsxixz Rerp, Barrister-at-Law. | 








Societies. 
The Law Society. 
Norice. 
As meral meeting of the members of the society will be held in 
the hall of the society on Friday, the 25th of January next, at 2 p.m. 


Any member desiring to move a resolution at such meeting should send 
Rotice of it in writing to the one. or before the 3rd of January 
next, y order, 
20th December, 1906. E. W. Wisamson, Secretary. 





Obituary. 
Mr. F. W. Maitland. 


The many friends of Mr. Frederick William Maitland, 
Professor of the ian at Cambridge Uni were 
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Mr. W. R. M’Connell, K.C. 


Mr. W. R. M’Connell, K.C., chairman of the County of London Court of 
ions, died on the 26th inst. after a was called to the 
bar in 1862, and joined the Northern and had a considerable 


ractice in cases. Inthe Maybrick case he was junior counsel for 
the prosecution. In 1897 he was appointed chairman of the County of 
London Quarter Sessions, and discharged his duties with great 


Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr. Onantes Wriu1am Onrrry, barrister-at-law,{has been appointed 
Judge of the High Court of Judicature at Calcutta, in place of 
Chunder Madhub Ghose, who will shortly retire. Mr. Chitty has been 
Chief Judge of the Court of Small Causes at Bombay. 


Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Rozert Cuarman and OCnartas Epwm Drxon, solicitors (Chapman & 
Dixon), Leyburn. April 25. 


James Henry Titson Cnowne and Crcm Trrson Cxnowne, solicitors, 
(Cowlard, Chowne, & Chowne), 14, Bedford-row, London. April 26. 
[ Gazette, Dec, 21, 








Information Required. 


Garraxo Prerra Grva,—Any one ha’ kn of a Will made rf 
the late Gaetano Pietra Grua, of No. 69, Iverson- » West 
+ mas to apply to Morice & Strode, 8, Serjeants’-inn, Fleet-street, 





private Acts, including the Marine Insurance Act, the Street Act, 
the Licensing Act, the Removal of Offensive Matter Act, the Act, 
the Recorders, Stipendiany Magistestes, andi Clerk of the Fvace Sat, S99 
Trade Disputes Act, the Seeks An. en Come S 

tion Act, National of Act, the Land Tax Com- 
po eee ph og Br _—_ hr rg the Notice of 
Accidents e Town (Ireland) 
Act, the Education of Act, the Workmen's Compensa- 
tion Act, and the Public Trustee Act. 
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Jelf, J., has fixed the following commission days for the winter assizes 
on the North Wales Circuit :—Welshpool, Wednesday, January 16; Dol- 
gelly, Saturday, January 19; Carnarvon, Tuesday, January 22; Beau- 
maris, Saturday, January 26; Ruthin, Tuesday, January 29; Mold, 
Saturday, February 2; Chester, Saturday, March 2; Cardiff, Saturday, 
March 9. 


Another illustration of Somerset House methods is related, A man, one 
of the owners of a certain mansion, died intestate in 1830, says a 
correspondent of Zruth, and his share of the property reverted to his 
father. The father died in 1851, leaving another son as executor. Thirty 
years later this executor received from the Inland Revenue authorities a 
demand for death duty on the property of the man who had died in 1830. 


The Right Hon. Christopher Palles, Chief Baron of the Exchequer in 
Ireland, who celebrated his seventy-fifth birthday on Christmas Day, 
though not the oldest judge on the bench, is, says the Westminster Gazette, 
easily the doyen of the judiciary in these islands. It is almost thirty-two 
yeats since Mr. Gladstone appointed him to the office of Chief Baron, 
which he was destined to be the last to fill. His long career on the bench 
has been marked throughout by great ability, dignity, and independence. 


The twenty-second meeting of the Bankruptcy Law Amendment Com- 


mittee was held on the 19th inst. at the Royal Courts of Justice, Mr. Muir | 


Mackenzie (the chairman) presiding. Evidence was given by Mr. Francis 
John Sims, from the department of the Director of Public Prosecutions, 
and by Mr. Alfred Charles Jaques, of the firm of Messrs. Jaques & Sons, 


solicitors, Birmingham, on behalf of the Birmingham Millers’ Association. | 


The next meeting of the committee will be held on the 16th of January, 
1907. 
Mr. Justice Kekewich, in giving evidence before the Royal Commission 





on the Care ard Control of the Feeble-Minded, is stated to have said that | 


he believed that if, as propored, the jurisdiction in lunacy was transferred 
te the Chancery Division, the work would be properly done. 
now assumed jurisdiction to deal with the property of persons of weak 
mind for their benefit, and he thought it would be of advantage to extend 
it so that the court might be able to make orders respecting the property 
of persons of weak mind on the lines now adopted with reference to the 
property of infants. His lordship added that he was authorized to say 
that the other judges agreed with him. 


A very remarkable determination as to what constitutes a libellous 
publication is, says an American legal journal, contained in the case of 
Martin v. Picayune, decided by the Supreme Court of Louisiana 
(40 So. Rep. 376). The plaintiff was a physician of high standing in his 
profession and a member of a medical society the members of which 
were opposed to advertising by physicians, and had adopted resolu- 
tions condemning the practice. The defendant newspaper, obtain- 
ing information that a remarkable cure had been effected by the 
professional skill of the plaintiff, published a rather glowing account of 
the case, stating that other physicians had treated the patient without 
effect and containing various other laudatory remarks. It was alleged by 
the plaintiff that this publication, which, although true and obtained from 
the father of the patient, had not been authorized by the plaintiff, had a 
tendency to lead the public and his brother practitioners to believe that 
he was advertising, and thereby caused them to class him in the category 
of quacks, who alone, it was alleged, resorted to advertising. The trial 
court held that the complaint stated no cause of action; but this ruling 
was reversed by the Supreme Court, which declared that the complaint 
charged was an actionable libel. Under such circumstances, the truth of 
the matter published is not a defence.’’ 


Writing to the Times on ‘“‘ The Law Society and Solicitors’ Accounts,’’ 
Sir John Gray Hill says: ‘‘ I have long been convinced (1) that all solicitors 
entrusted with moneys not belonging to them should keep the same in a 
separate banking account, and earmarked in such a way that amounts to 
the credit of such accounts cannot be set off by the banker against an over- 
draft on the solicitor’s own account ; (2) that all solicitors whose practice 
is large enough to justify the expense should have their accounts regularly 
audited by a professional accountant ; (3) that all solicitors should, as 
such, be members of the Law Society. Of course, Nos. 1 and 2 will not 
prevent fraud on the part of a rascal, but they will prevent any man 
getting involved without being fully aware of the fact, and they will 

ent his drawing on the separate account for his own purposes without 

wing that he is stea ing, and so prevent his sliding into dishonesty. 
No. 3 is advisable in order to give full effect to any regulations made 
by authority of the society for professional good conduct. In my 
presidential address in 1903 I advocated all these points, and when- 
ever opportunity to do so has occurred since I have supported them. 
The late president, Mr. Barker, advocated Nos. 1 and 2 in his presidential 
addzess in 1905, not for the first or the last time. > I think that 
the requisitionists made a mistake in inserting in their requisition and 
resolution a reference to a guarantee, and thatif this had been omitted the 
majority at the meeting would have been the other way. Two kinds of 
guarantes have been suggested. 1. A deposit or security for a consider- 
able sum (say, £5,000) for a solicitor beginning practice. 
general body of solicitors, or members of the society, or a selected volun- 
tary body to be formed, should guarantee each other. The first plan would 
be unfair to the young solicitor of small means, and the second would be 
unfaiz to the general body, except in the case of a voluntary aesociation, 
and this would not be subject to the rules of the Law Society. Why 
should the honest man be liable for the acts of the dishonest? If the 
voting at the poll is against the resolution, it will probably be on account 
of the sug estion of a guarantee. It was proposed at the meeting that 
this should be withirawn, but an amendment was not formally put.”’ 


2. That the | 
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Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette.—Faivay, Dec. 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Laumrep mx CaancERy. 


Caooxsati Tea Co, Liurren—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 1, to send he 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Sidney Ed 
Munday, 1, Great Winchester st. Sand & Co, Queen Victoria st, solors 
liquidator . 5 F 

CommonweaLts Gotp Miyes, Laurrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on t 
before Jan 22, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Alfred William Cook, Bassishaw Huuse, Basinghall st, liquidator 

Hamerow Prains Estate, Limirep (1s Liquiparios) —Oredi itors are req' 

Jan 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or cla i 
to John Allen Stoneham and St. John Winne, 90, Cheapside. Burn & Berridge, 
Broad st, solore for liquidator : * 

Hicu &cxoors Co ror Gras, Liarrep— Creditors are required, on or before Jan 31, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to E. W. Cresbig 
Oates, 8, Cook st, Liverpool. Peacock & Co, Liverpool, solors for liquidator 

Jvuivs Levy & Co, Limitzp- Creditors are required, on or before Jan 7, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Cooper Corbidge, 
19a, Coleman st, liquidator ; 

Kano (Matay) Russea Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 1, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Maurice 
Jenks, 6, Old Jewry, liquidator : 

Muecaison Propsietary (Taansvaat), Loutrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 28, to send their names and addresses to Chas. J, Avery, 151-153, Dashwood House, 
New Broad st, liquidater 4 : 

Portucais Quarsies, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 10, directed to be 
heard Jan 15. Vincent & Vincent, Budge row, for Peckover & Scrivea, Leeds, solors for, 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of Jan 14 


London Gazette.—Touxspay, Dec. 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luwrep 1x CHANCERY. 


uired, on or before Feb 1, to send 
a names — ,-~ a —~ the Seg Shs debts or claims, T. A. 
Pallister, Parktfi orks, Stockton on liquidator : 

Best Mat Coat Co, Limitgo—Peta for winding up, presented Dec 17, directed to be 
heard at Kingston on Thames, Jan 11. Morten & Co, Newgate st, solors for petners, 
Notice ” appearing must reach the above-named not later n 6 o'clock in the after. 
noon anl j 

Bottos Iron axp Steet Co, Liurrep — Creditors are required, on or before Feb 16, to send 
their names and ad , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Brindle, 12, Acresfleld, Bolton. Wilson & Co, Manchester, solors for liquidator i 

G. W. Toutrxsos & Mivay, Limrtep (1x Votuntary Liquipation)—Creditors are required, 
on or before Jan 10, to send their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Fred Lockwood, Market p chmbrs, Huddersfield, liquidator 

Lock woop, Aveust, & Co, Luutep (1m Liguipatiox)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 16, to send their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, 
to Howard Button, 49, Queen Victoria st. Blundell & Co, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st, 
solors for liquidator 

R. C. Pootz, Loutrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 31, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Henry Fox, 9, 
Austin Friars, liquidator 

Sam H. Trre2 & Co, Lintrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 21, directed to be 
heard at the County Court ‘House, Quay st, Manchester, Jan 8,at 10. Field & Cunving- 
ham, Manchester, solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named 
not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 7 hag! 

Suerrigtp ayp Swepisu Steet ayp Irnow Co, Luurep—Petn for winding up, pee 

20, directed to be heard Jan 15. Docker, Gray’s inn sq, solor for petner. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
anl4 


Tororat Misine Co, Liurrep—Creditors are py on or before Jan 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Vivian 
Wills, Hayle, Daniell & Thomas, solors for liquidator 





# 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gasette.—F 2ipar, Dec. 21. 


Avams, Sauve., New Barnet, Herts Jan21 Hawke, Martin’s ln 
Basen, Hewaietta Basen, 8t Leonard’s on Sea Jan 20 Kays & Jones, Norfolk st, Strand 
Bet, Evian, Sheffield Feb5 Auty & Sons, Sheffield 

y Jan 31 Wood, Walbrook 


Bexwet, Bexsautsx, Camden rd, Ho! 
Buses, t 7 Macey rd, Tollington Park Jan 20 Elizabeth Scott, Moray rd, 
m Par! 


Bumatete, Smasae, Grimsbury, Warkworth, Northampton, Shopkeeper Jan 15 Bilis 
r j 


Batoutwex, Exiza, Gt Stanmore Jan18 Shelly & Johns, ogy © 

Baicutwey, Groroe, Finch In, Discount Agent Jan18 Sh & Jo 

Canvas, W:tiram James, Oxford aq, — ‘ark Jan 31 Birth & Co, 0} 

Cransavven, Euma, Sheffield Feb 1 lor & Emmet, Sheffield : 

Cosy, Haney Cowen, Bishop's Stortfi Jan 18 Irvine & Co, Crutched friars, Mark is 

Cu.veawe.t, Cuancorre Many, Bristol Jan24 Evans, Bristol 4 

Davivsox, Jamus, Nafferton, Yorks Jan12 Harland & Son, Bridlington 

Day, ANN, Jan 19 Middleton & Sons, Leeds : 

Fouey, ae, Emperor's gate, South Kensington Jan 31 Balderston & Warrens, Bed- 
ford row 

Fouasy, Sauve. Cuaaies, Barnes, Surrey Jan 28 Fawcett, Finsbury pymt 

Gocugs, Witttam, Palborough, Farmer Jan19 Pitfield, Petworth, Sussex 

Gov.iey, James, Brighton Jan 22 Nye & Treacher, Brighton 

Goopoame, Wiittam Fasvenicxk Tuomas, Victoria rd, Holloway Jan 21 Hale, 
Theobald’s rd 

Goovmas, Caantes Wittiam Epwasp, North Aston, Oxford Feb 1 W & F Gregson,- 


Southend, Kesex 
Hazeon, Pweren, Dulwich Feb1 Stephenson & Co, Lombard st 
Hevvox, Jaxx, Morpeth, Northumbe Feb 2 Webb, Morpeth 
Hevvox, Jous, = Northumberland Feb2 Webb, Morpeth 
Hesse, Witttam, Wick aod Alson, Glos, Builder Jan 20 Bush & Bush, Bristol 
Hircuss, Josera, Alpraham, nr Tarporley, Chester, Coal Agent Jan 23 Bate, Chester 
Hoane, Wittian, Bournemouth, Bubder Jan 21 Hoare, Shanoery ia 
Hovosus, Witttam, Harrogate Feb 15 Onpenieias & Son, & ‘s ‘ 
Leeca, Euszaweru Herwoov, Marple, Oh Jan 21 Bodaiagies & Co, Manchester 
Legs, Witttam, Manchester, Commission Agent Jan 21 Boddingtos & bo 
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Faysy Axxz, Norwich Jan 
ust, THomas, Church, Lancs Feb19 Dyke, 
Lovatt, Hanatert, N am Jan3l Passman, 
Macca, Paturr Smerroy, Berwick upon Tweed, 
herhead, Berwick upon Tweed 


akseoew, CATHERINE, Preston, Lancs Jan? W & A Blackhurst, Preston 
25 Hardwick & Blaber, Brighton 
Muses, Hoserr Vaux, Plymouth Jan1l0 AG & NG Heaven, Bristol 
Lodge, or Kirkham, Lancs Jan 31 


Mostar. Paepeacr, Garratt, Herts, Licensed Victualler, Jan 19 Sedgwick & Co, 
Movte, hy > Ae Many, Torquay Jan28 Miller & Smiths, Salters’ Hall ct 
Musse.wuite, Epwarp, Salcot vant, Essex Feb2 Goody ‘& Bons, Colchester 

irmingham, Engraver Jan 2 Walker & Meek, 


Feb9 Staniland & Son, Boston, Lincs 
1 Crosse & 


Parurs, Peter Partiz, Devizes Feb1 Radcliffe, Devizes, Wilts 
PorreTTe, ZEPuHie, Gateshead, Composition Manufacturer Jan 21 


Marrarws, Axx, nbury, Sussex Jan 
LER, Mabey Grorcs FPrrorvat, Thistleton 
Mi“ yilson & Co, Manchester 


Nevitt, Samcet Heyry, Olton, 
Birmingham 
Oxpaip, Jonx. Boston, Lancs, Dra: 


Panssy, SAMUEL, Harley House, t’s Park Feb 
Strand 


Newcastle upon Tyne 


25 Cozens-Hardy & Jewson, Norwich 
Duchy of Lancaster Office 


Re ee 8 Sanderson & 


Bavuyyarp, "Janes, West 
Camp pty "Mary one 
oO 


Davisox, Geonor, Ham 
Davies, Jaxe, Bul 


Sons, Lancaster pl, 
Fanereut, Joux, 
Gruia, M 


Posts, CATHARINE, Maidstone Jan17 Rooper & Whateley, Lincoln’s inn fields church st 


Rorrey, James Ricuarp, Egremont, 
Son, Liverpool 


Sanawant. Euiza, Enfield Jan26 Brabant, I "s inn sq 
Gravice, Cx artgs Hontiy, Hetton le Hole, D: 
1 


ani 
Ssrmove, Witt1aM, Wrangle, Lincs, Farmer Jan 10 Walker & Co, » ie 


Smsox, Faawx Hitx, Cardiff, Company Secretary Jan 31 


Sivotatn, Aww Jane, Killieser av, Streatham Hill Jan 25 Lithgow, Wimpole st 
Roy & Cartwright, 
Sraancwarp, Josern, Frankland, Marden, Hereford, Farmer Jan 5 Weyman & Co, 


rt Jan 31 Russell & C>, Stockport 


Grewant, Jauns, Rickmansworth. Physician Jan 30 


Ludlow, Salop 
Sorrox, Mary Ann, Stoo! 
Sorrox, Sanau, Salhouse, 


orfolk Jan2l Goodchild, Norwich 


TaTLey, Josera, Morley, ‘Yorks, Farmer Jan 25 Clay, oe 
Tu, Taomas Joux, Moss Side, Manchester, Hardware Merchant Feb 28 Diggles & 


Ogden, Manchester 


TvtLook, CLEMENT, Fitzjohns av, Hampstead Feb1 Stephenson & Co, Lombard st 


Bankruptcy Notices. 
London Gazette, Fatpay, Dec, 21. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Atpniper, Taomas Arunpet, Burnham, Solicitor Bridg- 
water Pet Dec? Ord Dec 19 


Axpersox, Perer, Southampton, Mechanical Enginecr | 


Southampton Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 

ArrowsMiTH, W, Bournemouth, Musical Instrament Dealer 
Poole Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec 17 

aa wet  emnagen st, Oxford rs High Court Pet Oct 5 

rr 
Bansee, Wiiitam, Gt Harwood, Lancs, Joiner Blackburn 
et Ord Deo 17 

Baewyett, Micnast. — Cabinet Maker Liverpool 
Pet Dec 17 Ord De 

Biap, General Sir weedy Conn, Poe at, Portman ¢q 
High Court Pet Aug9 Ord Decl 

Buackter, WittiaM James, Torquay, Builder Exeter 
Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 

Boppy, Anruony Davin, and Joux Reap Boppy, Norwich, 
Builders Norwich Pet Novy 23 Ord Dec 19 

Cranmer, W, Wymondham, Norfolk, Coal Merchant Nor- 

a wich Pet Dec5 Ord Dee 18 

uUNsincHAM, CHARLEs, Kingston upon Hull, Crockery 
Dealer Kingston upon Hull Pet Dec 17 ‘ond Dec 17 

Exsie Wess & Co, Landport, Hants, Milliners Ports- 
mouth Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 19 

Exoianp, Taomas Haypy, Merthyr pee. China Dealer 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 

Eaxst, Jouw Heamay, Enfield, Uoeaeed Victualler 

Edmonton Pet Nov 22 Ord Deo 1 

Farraxce, Joun James, Pylle, Bomeret, Company Director 
Wells Pet Dec17 Ord Dec! 

Gaetrox, Cuartes Roserr, Chetlaston, Derby, Builder 
Derby Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 1 

Hatey, Wiiu1e, Halifax Halifax Pet Dec 17 Ord Deo 17 

Hangs, CHARLES, West Smethwick, 7 Labourer 
West Bromwich Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 1 

Haatisy, Atrasp Witus, Gt Horton, ‘Goxl Merchant 
Bradford Pet Dec 18 Ord Dee 18 

Houvann, Faepgaicx, Littleham Lodging house 
Keeper Brighton Pet Deo6 Dec 18 


Jouaxnsenx, Curistiax, Maidenhead, Watchmaker Wind- 
18 


sor Pet Dec 18 Ord Dee 18 


Kexyox, Ropart, Lees, Lancaster, Carter Oldham Pet | 
Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 


Leyp, o, Resear SE H, Albemarle st High Court Pet June 


Mou 8. King ers cath: = Pond rd, Baker High | 
P wi Pet al 27 Ord De 
eck, WittiamM Heway, Hyde, Ch Ash- | 

ton under Lyne Pet Deo i8 tat, Ge 

Pork, Joszra 
chester Pet Dec 19 Ord Deo 19 

Paart, Atnert Henny, Leicester, Turf Commission Agent | 
= an Pet Deo i9 Ord Deo 19 


Souwanck, Chi —— Merchant High 
. ov Ord Dee 7 ashi 26 Pe 
ewei., Hewany n. _York, Wood 

Pet Dec 17 Ord Seer tas 


Suatiwoop, THomar, Hale, Chester, Builder Manchester | 
Pet Dec 18 Ord ‘Deo 1 ' 


Tuomas, Davip, Neath, Glam, Coal Miner Ni 
Dec 19 Ord Deo 19° madlined 


Tuoxrsox Bros, & Co, Gracechurch st, Dealers 
igh Oourt ‘Pet Nov 27 Ord Deo 1? — 
Rg Waren Gronos, Gt 
Aylesbury Pet Deol? Ord Deo l7 


Chester, Sauce Manufacturer Jan 24 Smith & 
Rowtzy, Mancarer Ectzavers, Maida Vale Jan 19 Miles, Theobald’s rd, Bedford row 
Rose, Carottne, All Saints, Cambridge Jan31 Button & Aylmer, Newmarket 

Ryray, Many Anve Cheltenham Jan 21 Brydges & Co, Cheltenham 


, Draper Jan 20 Service, Sunder- 


BLLOWAY, Dorchester, Contractor Dor- 


Kearsuaw, Jony, A 
Krsouam, Samvet, Ay! 


Pountney hill 
Maxey, Atoxzo, Dover, 


Rieo, Ecizasera, Smallbr 


oleman st 


Son, Savoy 











Leder - Bp Anaen, Mesbear. oF | nr , ~ pememna Milliner Wake- 
15 
Wane, WILiiaM my TTuddersfield, Licensed Victu- 
aller Huddersfield Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 
a Burnley, Butcher Burnley Pet Deo 19 


Wittiams, Grornce Eowix Mvaray, and Joun Reeves 
a Bridgend, Bakers Cardiff PetDec!8 Ord | 
9 


Wits, Sora & nts ting, Builders Brentford Pet | 
Dec3 Ord Dec ; 


Wouterncra, Scum Joux, Ixworth, Suffolk, Wine 
M Bury 8t Edmunds Pet Nov 22 Ori 
18 


Woovatt, Josrrn, pias Fender Fitter Dudley Pet | 


Dec 18s Ord Dee 


Amended notice xo SE for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 7: 


Aneus, Frepericx, Moss Side, Manchester Salford Pet 
Nov 20 Dec 4 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


soe, 7 Faepericx, Moss Side, Manchester Dec 31 at 2.30 | 
0 


Byrom st, Manchester 


ANDERSON, r. Puran, Bevois Mount, Southampton, Mechanical | 


r Jan2at11.30 Off Rec, Midland Bank chbrs, 

High st, Southampton 
Anrowsurta, W, Bournemouth, Wusical Instrument Dealer 
Jan 2 at il ‘Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, 


Weosres, Hexay Bopprxartow, 28 
Witepaooss, Samuz, Fulwood, Sheffield, 


eo Twos jan an, iiahe tani » Gone 
taza FRaxces, ‘an 
= itty fdas bat ele 


Kersnaw, Priscriva, Halifax 


Luxe, Gronoz Epwarp, Cadogan ter 


Rippox, Geonos WILLIAM, Queen’ 's gate, Kensington Portsmouth 
Souarrxen, Hirrotytre Aytrotxe Josern, Paris Feb1i erie & Ca, Linco’n's ina fields 
Surysrone, Atrarp Grorat, 

8urru, Joax, Camden ri, Holloway, Accountan' 
Syuowpsox, ALPHONSINE "May, jy Bae 2 CRE m F 
TayYion, bed ar any 8t Anne’s on Bea, Cotton Spinner 


Wasemenas, Right Hon Avovsta a ol baa anaes Baroness, Eaton sq Jan 31 


| Jouxsox, G JB, 


Dee | Newaovup, Groras 


Vice, Ra Sutton, Jan 17 & Newnham, Croydon 
Ixc CHEL, Surrey Bein 6 eet wie 


Bedford row 
Grocer Jan 18 Peo Mackie, Sheticld 


London Gasette.—Tvespar, Deo, 25. 
pe ON, zone (ee ae ey 21 ip ee Be mys monton 
Srey, TLLIAM, Barlow, 
Barranssr, Tnox is Hamidetoa, ar Pouton le ie Fylde, tance Feb 1” ‘Gauiter, Flectwood 
Jan 





ge North Pein Jan 31 Mowll & 
al Merchant Feb 28 Bremner & Co, Liverpool 


ith, 
mete Gonagaes Stee ae Pate & Son, Gray's inn eq 
UNWSLL, PHOMAS, Grimesdy eoman 
Lancs, Marine Store 
Ryott & 8 Hawt, Bersy M! LE. 31 Daynes, 
yo wan aug, Bersy Maria, e ‘an 
; Hicks, Dr Grorce Avevstus, Bournemouth 


~_— ian 31 Yates & Co, Liverpool 


Norwich 
East Jan 3 Stoncham & Sons, Fen- 


Joxns, Exiza, Mi Worcester Jan 24 Gem & Co, 
— 3 ym aay oe 


Feb 10 Ren SS. r 
=th Halifax 
Jecgaid mie ies oe 81 Adkin, Laurence 


1 
Jan 31 


Accountant Stillwell & 
Morse, Faawces Sanan, Enfield reo y » James, ay Re 
Purkis, Many, West eae anaes th A ae La me 


Thompron, Boukdale 
Jan — 


Feb8 Brown & ——s 

an ‘ones, Spital 
Stevens, Queen V! Victoria at 
Feb8 Dendy & Pa’erson, 


Dixon & mansions, 
Witnranan, James, Tottenham Feb 1 Shelton, Lower Tottenham 


James, Davin, Sreioess, Mon, Fishmonger Dec 31 at 12 
135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
, Yorks Jan 3at 12 Off Ree, 


. fie! 
seer Joxt, Attercliffe, Sheffield, Builder Jan 3 at 12.30 
Copperamith 


Moreax, Jonx Davin; 


Dee 29 at 12 135, inten at, Merthyr 
gis nt ae oer 


Jan 2 at 11 Off Ree, 6 
Bond ter, Wakefield 
Oates, Arrnur, Earby, Yorks Jan l at 3 7 and & 
Bradford 


Parscott, Joux Mises, and Fraxcts Ausax Parscort, 
Blackburn, Coach Proprietors Dec 31 at il Of Ree, 


1 st, Preston 
Scuwaxck, Lag apt Merchant Jan Sat 12 Bank- 
Sramay, a, Whatley, Doncaster, a, Seeaeeh eg 
| Se amin OF re Weed Berens D Deo 31 at 12.39 
RNRY, ver 
or Ree, 22, Park row, 


Suant, Auerat Epwarp, Temple, Bristol, 
| Hotel Keeper Jan 2at1130 Of Rec, 8, win ot, 


Sprace, eaten Josera, Reading, Licensed Victualler 
Dee 3iat3 14, , ford row 


Southam 
Basa, Max, 3 at, Oxford st Jan 3 at 12 Bank- | —! Frepentox Jomx, oo Lanes, Grocer Dee 31 at 


bldgs, Carey st 
Barn3 en Liverpool, Stockbroker Dec Slat 12 Off | 
Victoria st, Liverpool 
me... ns, pen Arrave, Hanover ri, } nnn Carpen- 
ter Jan2 . 12 Bankru ruptey bidgs, Ca 


Off Rec, Byrom at, 
| Troawe, ge Sooty hy Little 


Keyford, Dairy- 
| man Jan @at 11.45 ‘Om Reo, 26 Daldeas ot been 


Tuomas, Wituuas eee, ee Mechanic's 
Labourer Jan 1 at 3.30 7 and 8, Exchange bidgs, 


Brno, General Sir Geonor Coraia, K ading he 4 at 12 Bradford 

Bankru oy bidga, Carey ot : Tuoursox oo Co, Gracechurch st, Dealers ie Wood 
eae ILLIAM JAMES, wey, Builder Jan 3 at 10.30 Jan 4 at 12 kruptey Carey st 

Off Reo, 9, Bedford circus, Luotsox, Witsex, penn toon, veller Deo 31 at 10.45 

Suotees ~ y oo Maroaarst Hellingly, Sussex Dec 3i | Off Reo, 14, Chapel st, Preston , 

at 12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton | Venwox, Caanues Fossemes, Gate Newington, Coal 
Bowers, Resxcoa, and et Teouss as Winuas G@iey- Merchant Jan Sati2_ 14, 

pinxixa, B mae Durham, Dra Deo 31 at 12 | Wem, Axgyre, N , Yorks, Milliner Jan 2 

Of Reo, 30, ay S, Swe astle on at lid Of 6, ter, Wake@eld 


, mr Malpas, Ches' *, Farmer | 
Jan 7 at 11.15" Shock Hotel, vg 
Baotrnwett, am, Mas! b. Fone, Painter Jan 3 
at 11.30 Off Reo, Figtree In, 
Coorsn, Artruva sort, ky mag Salford, 
le Manufacturer Jan 8 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, 


| ben Harry, Eeoticn, Fiint, Ram ad Jan 2 at 
te row, Cheater 

| DeBaacuror, Pavun, West Sea Stud Farm, Cricklewood | 

Jan 3a ford ro 


i--} 
2 
_ 
2 
x 
as 
=e 
= 
2 
- 


| Fow _ Gronoe Horves, South Halifax, 


ol Jan Of Reo, To 


Hatay, Wiiuie, Halifax Jan 2at3.a0 Of Reo, Townha 1 | 


| Hantuey, 
Jan2at3 J and 8, Exchange bidgs, 


Hews, Anrava, Stafford Jan § at 12 Off Reo, 47, Pull 


Berkhampated, Greer | mioten Sang Waketeki Labourer Deo 81 at 1 Of 


| Foapmam, heen. New Malten, Surrey, Builders’ Mer. | 
chant Jan 2 at 11.30 18%, York ri, Westminster | 


houre | 
am, | 


ors karan ase, Great Hortoa, hayes ety or | ma 


Wens & Co, Bxare, Hants, Millimers Jan i ab 


w A Hexar, Robin Hood's 
Ngurgecn Jan ® at 3 Of lec, 8 Albert 1a Midler 


at we er aramyrame oe ao 


Wrrwoon, J See, Enna, Deg 
"Jun bas 11 20, Corporation nnd 


“a isract Banger, pace, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
| Awana, Faroearox, Moss Side, Manchester Salford Bet 


Nov 20 enero Han 
Mevhanwal Bagtreer 
Cokie Minher Eaverpesl 





Tet Dee 


cagin Sons Sty 
. sme New 


~ 
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oa Sone rye one, Eesex, Builder 


CiarrTor, Whasaun gg Fa 4 Saiesster, Saddler 
Leicester Dec 4 Ord Deo a 

Cunwinenam, Cuaaces, Kingston Hull, Crockery 
Dealer, Kingston upon Hull Pet Dec 17 Ord Dee 17 

Exo.axp, Tuomas Harpy, Merthyr , China Dealer 
Merthyr Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 

Fasrance, Joux * aaa Pylle, Somerset Wells Pet Dec 

17 Ord Dec 17 


Forpnau, Atrazp, New Malden, Surrey, — Merchant 
e ag id Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 
REEX, , Middlesex Kingst - 8 P 

Nov 10 Ord Deo 19 soe 


Gaztros, Cuances Roser, a Derby, Builder 
e Derby — os Dee 1 - 
RUMMBTT, 1LLIAM, 6 wu rent, Coal Deal 
Stoke upon Trent Boke ‘spon, Trent sri 
ae Wiis, Halifax Halifax Pet ‘Deo 17 Ord 
Mange, West Smethwick, pate, Labourer 
o , Bromwich Pet 4 1088 Dee 17 
e.... Lraep WILLI8, orton, Bradf Coal 
Merchant’ Bradford Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18” 


Jacoss, Basxaav Netsox, Coleford, Glos, Clothi New- 
Mon Pet Dec 1’ Ord Deo 15 ee 
Watchmaker Wind- 


Jonanyesex, Cuntstiay, Maid 
Jouseox, G JB, Wheatley, York Sh 
OHNSOX, ’ » Yor effield Pet Oct 
Ord Dec 18 . - 
oo, & ~ ye Lees, Lancs, Carter Oldham Pet Dec 


Lampart, Fase enous Rupotrs, Chacies Cross rd, 
a per Proprietor High Court Pet Sept 24 Ord 
Lawson, J, Teddi , Builder Kingston, Surrey Pet 
em ya’ Ord Dec 18 X 
mG, Witt14m, Birmingham, Pig Salesman Birmingham 
Tet Noro’ Ord Desir sae gs 
Luci, Gores W, oe Mineral Water Manufacturer 
Pet Sept 11 Ord Dec 17 


Natsas, Jacos, Exayvrt Mzexpe: = and Louis 
Narsax, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester, Tailors 
et, Pet Dee 8 3 Ord Dec 17 

, India, Indian Civil Servant 

Pet March 3 Ord Dee 15 

1LL1AmM Hewry, Hyde, Chester, _ Ash- 

under Lyne Pet Dec 18 Ord Deo 18 

Por Soaura Kxiowar, Dorchester, C Dorchest 

part ‘Deo 19 Ord Dee 19 
TT, Atsert Herr, Lei , Turf Commission Agent 
Lelcester Pet Dec 19 Ord Dee 19 

Bom 2 yd ae ee nr Birkenhead Birkenhead 


om, Se Wigton, Wane, Wood Engraver Leeds 


Sox, Aanox, Bethnal Green rd High Court Pet Nov 17 
Ord Dee 1 ud 


7 
SmaLtwoop, Tomas, te, Chester, Builder Manchester 
TH, pn CrRit ies ity rd, Wandsworth 
Wandeworth Pet Nov 38 Ord Dee 19 
Smnrs, is =y Usk, Mon, Licensed Victualler Newport, 
Mon Pet Decl Ord Dec 19 
Neath Pet 


Tuomas, ee ey —_ Coal Miner 

wan Axniz, eae, Wakefield, Milliner Wakefield 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 

Wanixe 

Wi Azsruve. Burnley, Butcher Burnley Pet Dec 
19 Dec 19 

Witizams, Grorce Epwis Murray, and Jomx Rerves 
Wiis, gend, Bakers Cardiff Pet Dec 18 
Ord Dec 

sworth, Druggist 

Fender Fitter 


Sesgensse, SS 
Peck, 
ton 





18 
Wiurwoop, Joux Wiis Tuomas, Hand 
Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 17 
Woopart, Joszrn, Dudley, Worcester, 
Dodley Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 


Amended notice substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 14: 
Coorg, Azruvun Issitt, Pendleton, Salford, Pickle Manu- 
facturer Salford Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 10 


Poots, Eowazp Joux Corstox, Swansea, French Polisher 
Swansea Pet Decll Ord Dec il 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Savuypers, Jonu~ Bexhill, Sussex, re Hastings 
Adjud June 19, 1938 Annul Dee 
London Gazetie,—Tunspay, Dec, 25, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Barer, Caan.es Srerues, Bristol, Tool Merchant Bristol 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 21 
Baszetow, Mazcanert, Eccles, Hay Merchant Salford Pet 
Dec 21 Ord Dee 21 


Baapsuawe, Atsert Evwarp, Aldershot, Tailor Guild- 
ford Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 17 
—— Rosert Tzomas, Maldon, Easex, Wine Mer- 
High Court Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec21 
ee be, Bournemouth, 
Poole Pet Dec2i Ord Dec 21 
Cioves, | Sg — | ~~ peeeeaeaamammmamay Bradford Pet 


oummon, Jvtes Hirroirre, Cloudesley st, i 
Islington High Court Pet 17 Cel Deo” 
Cuneans, Sa.ma Mazr, Calne, Wilts Bath Pet Dec 22 


Evass, Hvuca. Gwyddelwern. mr Corwen, Merioneth, 
Wrexham Pet Dec?i Ord Dec 21 
—-—— "eh "eee High Court Pet 


Laxcoux Gzoucez, Birmingham, Teacher of Music 
Biemingham Pet Dec2i Ord Dec 21 





Connaught 


Wanker Pe Pet t Nov 39 ord 


Dec 20 
Harvey, Reapee Cat Milton, Oxford Aylesbury 
Hewett, Frepsricx, Leaver rd, Fp ney § Junction, Grocer 
Wandsworth Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 2 
Hotpex, James, Barrow in Furness, ty Maker Barrow 
Farness Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 21 
Howearts,Caantes Witt1am, Harrogate York Pet Dec 


9 Ord Dec 19 
eee, eee eee, Cee, Surrey Guildford 
ov 
James, Joux, Stratford, Batcher Ni 
Pet Dec 6 Ord Dee 3 ape 


Jirsox, Herpert, he yg =f yute, Vanman Kingston upon 
Hull Pet 

Rosset, Barnham, ® suffolk, Farm Bailiff 
Pet Dee 22 Ord Dec 22 

Kirx, Ervest, on? nr Leeds Pet 
Dec 22 Ord Dec 

Laxepor, Jou, speed, Fruit Merchant Liverpool 


Pet Nov 29 Ord Dec 
ron Feanx sx Wooow suo, Longton, Innkeeper Hanley 


ew Hexny. son, Yorks, Labour Con- 
Ce ae Ord Dec -. High 
—— Po De per i 
dy apel 
me... pant A, im Draper Portmadoc 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 
Roserrs-Joxzs, Morus, Cardiff, Solicitor Cardiff Pet 
Nov 22 Ord Dec 22 
Suarrz, Ricuagp, Ash, Surrey,Game Farmer Guildford 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 
Suzarstors, Gronos, Sheffield, Pawnbroker Sheffield 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 20 


om, > Tox, ~~, Yorks, Farmer Scarborough 
Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 


Hanwax, CHARLES, 
D ic A’ 


uthor 


Joumsor, 
Ni 


Swans, Envest Avert. Totland, I of W, Architect Ryde 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Dee 
Tayior, Epear, Hod decefield Huddersfield Pet Dec 22 
Ord Dee 22 
TAyLor, hae 8t Philips, Bristol, Baker Bristol Pet 
T. ty SWoiae. Tandport, P Portamouth, Contractor 
'AYLER, ILLIAM, 
Portamouth Pet Dec2i Ord Dec 21 
Tuompsox, Samcgt, Cradley, W: , Anchor Striker 
Stourbridge Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 21 
Wioeuam, Faepericx Heyay, Thy or Wakefield Wake- 
field Pet Nov7 Ord Dec 
WitiiaMs, Ciement, Severn View, Thornbury, Glos, Coal 
Merchant Bristol Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 
Wixcats, Sipyey, Penn, Staffs, Professional Golfer 
Wolverhampton Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 21 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

Asutos, Joux Georrrey, South 


, Stockbroker Jan 5 
at 10.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, 
Bewwetr, Micuak., Ra med Cabinet Maker Jan 9 at 12 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 


Liverpoo! 
Boppy, AwnTHoxy Davin, and Jouw Reap Boppy, Norwich, 
Bi st, No rwich 


nilders Jan7at3 Off Ree, 8, 
Desens, Dee ie 
t Jans cy 
Cioven, Wie, Bradford. A Cenk Menthe oF 
Manor row, Bradford * 
CraNMER, Witiam James Wicks, Wymondbam, Norfolk, 
Coal Merchant Jan 5 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, 


Coxxixcuam, Cuarces, Kingston on Hull, Crockery Dealer 
Jan5atil Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 

Eneiaxp, Tuomas Hayox, Merthyr Tydfil, Glam, China 
eo Jan Taal at 12 Law Society's Room, Townhall, 


Feanxs, ty tg Chrisp st, Poplar, Milliner Jan 8 at 11 
Bankru: , Carey a 

Futiwetu, Hawes, onl’ Geoncz Hersert Voiiwett, 
Stour! See nih Of Rec, 199, 
Wolverhampton st. 

Gaerrox, Cuartes Rosgat, Chellaston, Derby, Builder 
Jan 2atil Off Rec, 47, Fall st, Derby 

Howaearts, Onsneae Witutsx, Harrogate, "Jan 7at3 Off 

The Red House, Depeche i, 

Jipsos, Hegpeet Howden, ‘Yorks, Vasiman a tat 11.30 
Off House In. 

Jom, James Kuieut, Boncath, Lianfihangel, Penbedw, 


Nod Merchant Jan2at 11.30 Off Rec, 
KEeARsLey, oS Oldham, Cotton Waste Dealer Jan 
Sat ll Off Rec, Greaves st, Oldham 


Lanes, Carter Jan8 at 11.30 Off 


x, Wine Mer- 
Jan BS at3 29, 


4, Queen 


Keron, _—-, 
Greaves st, O! 

Kis.Loce, 1 nage “wee a ee Prtential bite 
Practitioner Jan 4 at 
New st, Huddersfield 

KNowLes, Faep, ey ty Builder Jandatil Off Rec, 
Castle chmbrs, 6, 

Lows, Joux, Birch “vale. Di Derby Jan 4 at 12 Off Reo, 
Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, Stock: 

Loyp, mouaee oT “ileus Jan7at12 Bankruptcy 


Mou, ’s walk. Ball’s (Pond rd, Baker 
Sah oP RTs ri mas 
Morey, oo vickete at Lae Plumber Jan 14 at 10.30 Off 


Nartuax, Tacos, Euaxce, Mewpeu Narsax, and Lovis 
Narsax, Choriton on \ oy" Manchester, Tailors 
P <, Wanuan i a Gree TChesbire, Greengrocer Ji 
a 11114M Hesey, * ‘an 
0.45 Off Rec, Manchester 


pesnslie Berrua, Chapel st, Islington, Draper Jan 8 at 
12 Bankruptcy gs, Carey st 
Boss, g. Witisaa, 8 Holans, seam, eomed Dealer Jan 7 at 
Victoria verpool 
meme, Gonos, Pawnbroker Jan 8 at 11 


van ad” Head, Pickecng, York, Parma 
Scarborough 


one pee, F 





fom, 5 vas LR ar bE rd, Deptford Jan 8 at if 

En James Naprotzon, Ladywell rd 
Jan 8 at 12,30 132, York rd, Westminster Brid 

Wim Exnxest, Huddersfield, 

Jan 4 at3.30 Off Ree, Prudential 


Wins, ptbspence He i. Beer, Gate, Wee Jan : 


wollen Pr ys Ixworth, Suffolk 

Merchant Jan4at 2 Angel Hotel, Bury 8 Ed 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

Ayncett, Wituam Hewey, Tings av, Merchant 
Court Pet Nov2 Ord Dec 2? 

Appin, Vincert Jzssox, Hampto  eepeacd King 
Surrey Beptiit Ord 

AggowsmitTs, Wiiuiam, Bournemou' 
Dealer Poole Pet Nov 30 remot Maria 

Barsstow, Marcaest, Eccles, Hay 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 21 

Baapsuawse, Atzeret Epwarp, Aldershot, Journ 
Tailor Guildford Pet Dec 17 Con Das 3 

BramMatt, Rosgat Tuomas, Ma! Ww 
chant High Court Pet Deo 10 “ord Dee 21 


Baows, Tszopors, B 
Pet Dec2i Ord Dec a1 
Croveu, Witz, es Coal Merchant B: 
Dec 21 Ord Dec 


Coatzs, Joux Wieras, Salisbury ct, Printing Ink 
High Court Pet Oct 12 Ord Dec 17 

Creaymen, Wittiam James Wicxs, Wymondham, No 
Coal t Norwich Pet DecS Ord Dec 

Cunpe.y, Setiwa Mary, Calne, Wilts Bath 
Ord Dec 


Waaixe, 
a 





Evans, Hucu, Craiglelo Gwydd 
, Parmer Wrexham Per Deo a “Ord Dest 
Fevpman, Aurrep, and Betixp: Feipmay, High st, 

el, > ee Merchants High Court Pet Nov 
Grove, Temas Hutserr, Winterbourne, — G 

Shopkeeper Bet Lagal 22 Ord Dec 

Hewett, Feepericx, Longley rd. pene aa Gro 
Wandsworth Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 


Howeare, Cuantzs WiLL14m, Bombe York Pet Decl? 
Ord Dec 19 4 


a ol Howden, rome. ae King: 
pon Hull Pet Dec 20 Ord 
pum. «3 iow, Barnham Suffolk. erm Bailiff Ni 
wich Pet Dec22 Ord Dec 22 
Kearsiey, Witiiam, Oldham, Cotton Waste Dealer (0 
ham Pet Dec 8’ Ord 


Krtian, Tuomas, Randolp yy t —— House, Buil 
Kinet Court Pet Nov? Ord Dee 2 
1gk, EST, ley, nr Leeds, Geeengrocer Leeds 

Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 


Langoes, oe Liverpool, Fruit Merchant Live 
Pet Ni Ord Dec 22 


Pgpiey, oe *Woopwarp, Longton, Staffs, 
Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 
ENnRY, Conisborough, Ly Labour Conti 
- 4 Pet Dec 21 ed - en 
OULTON, eee | "Balington 7 
Court Pet Deo 21 Ord Dec 2 as 


Ravenscaort, omen Monxanx, 8t Albans St Alb 
Pet Oct 12 Ord Dec 14 
Rosgats, Jouxn Herey, pen, Draper Port 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 2 
Ruzac, Viotet Evaive. Trebovie rd, Earl’s Cou 0 
house Hi oom Pet Oct 15 0; h Dee 


P.astow, 


ing 
Suearstons, Gronce, Pawnbroker 


7 Ord Dec 21 


Suvussett, Pavt, Aldermanbury High Court Pet Noy 
Ord Dee 17” , 


Sxeuton, Tom, Pickering, Yorks, Farmer Scarboro 
Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 


Srracc, Witt1am Joszru, Reading, Licensed Victu 
Pet Dee6é Ord Dec 21 

Swane, Eanest Avert, Totland, I of W, Architect Ni 
yde Pet Dec21 Ord Dec 21 

Taytor, Enoar, Huddersfield Huddersfield Pet Deo 


22 
Tsompson, Samvrn, Cradley, W: Anchor 8tri 
T w "Be Dee 3 Ond De Deal, 
'AYLER, TLLIAM, Contr 
ma Se - y 8) 
‘ALSH, JOHN, on} 
Pet May 23 Ord Dec 20 
Waanez, Roszat Row ann, — Pianoforte D 
Greenwich Pet Oct12 Ord Dec 
Wiis, Witi1am Joux, and Arraur "Rowan I 0 
Sota, The Mall, Ealing, Contractors Brentf 
Nov 27 Ord Dec 20 
Winxa, Cunistoruzr Henry, Midhurst, Sussex, Auctio 
Portamouth Pet Oct 1 Ord Dec 21 
Staffs, Professional Ge 
Dec 21 Ond Dec 22 


Wincats, Sipveyr, 
Wolverham: 


pton 


Noy 
Pet 


ne 

Pet Dee 

pz Vor. Joun, Hatfield, Baker St Albans Pet Nov i 
Ord Dec 12 








CALE “ CHARGES for ADVERTIS) 

MENTS of WANTS, Situations, Partnershi 0 
Offices, Houses, &c. , offered or required. 
Oncz, 8. 

20 Words 1s. 64, 3s. 

3 » 2s, 3d. 4s. 

6s. 


” 8a, Od, oa. 








Where difficulty is experienced in 


the Souicirors’ JouRNAL AND WEEK 


REPORTER with regularity it is requested 


application be made direct to the Publisher, 


27, Ohancery-lane. 
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